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CURRENT TOPICS. 


On Monnay, Tuesday, and Wednesday in next week, Mr. Justice 
Kay will hear further considerations and adjourned summonses, and 
will not take witness actions until after next week. 





THERE WILL BE a somewhat remarkable divergence of practice 
among the offices of the Supreme Court as to closing on Saturday, 
the day appointed for keeping the Queen’s birthday. Some of the 


_ chief clerks will, by the authority of the judges to whom they are 


attached, close their chambers ; but the registrars and the officers 
of the Central Office will be in attendance as usual. 





Sire James Bacon will next month complete his term of fifteen 
years’ service as a Vice-Chancellor, having been appointed to that 
office in July, 1870. We believe that the learned judge has no 
present intention of availing himself of the privilege which will 
then accrue to him of retiringona pension. He affords an instance, 
which is altogether unprecedented in the English Superior Courts, of 
a man of more than eighty-seven years of age administering justice 
with undiminished vigour of intellect. 





WHEN ALL THE causes in the various lists of the Court of Appeal 
and High Court are added together, they amount to 2,502, which 
is 61 fewer than were contained in the lists of the Easter Sittings. 
At the last Trinity Sittings, the aggregate number was 2,726. 
The general result shown is that the Court of Appeal and the 
Chancery Division are gradually decreasing the number of their 
arrears ; that the lists of the Queen’s Bench Division are gradually 
increasing, and that the increase in the proportion in the latter 
Division of non-jury, as compared with jury cases, continues to be 
maintained. 





Tue List or cases before the Court of Appeal at the commence- 
ment of the Trinity Sittings contains 8 interlocutory and 161 final 
appeals from the Chancery Division, being a total of 169. There 
are also 14 appeals from the County Palatine Court of Lancaster, 
and 102 appeals from the Queen’s Bench Division, of which 8 are 
interlocutory and 94 final. The number of appeals from the 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division is 11, and from Bank- 
Tuptey 4, making a total of 300 appeals. At the commencement 
of last sittings the total number of appeals was 320, and a year 


ago 364. 





Tere ARE, in the Chancery cause lists for the Trinity Sittings, 
126 cases before Vice-Chancellor Bacon, consisting of 105 witness 
and non-witness actions, 19 adjourned summonses, and 2 further 
considerations. Before Mr. Justice Kay there are 92 witness and 
11 non-witness actions, 25 adjourned summonses, and 15 further 
considerations, making a total of 141 matters. Mr. Justice Currry 
has 80 witness actions, 75 non-witness actions, including summonses, 
and a list of 14 further considerations, points of law and procedure 
summonses, making a total of 169. There are 82 witness actions 
only in the list of Mr. Justice Norra ; while Mr. Justice Pzanrson 
has a list of 149 cases, consisting of 46 witness actions, 76 non- 
Witness actions and summonses, 14 adjourned summonses Class IV., 
and 13 further considerations. Thus the total number of cases in 


: the Chancery lists (including 2 still before Mr. Justice Fretp) is 


667, as against 733 at the commencement of the last sittings, and 
857 at Trinity, 1884. 





In THE cavsE List for the Queen’s Bench Division for the Trinity 
Sittings, we find 77 cases in the new trial paper, 7 in the special 
paper, 33 opposed motions, 116 cases in the Crown paper, and 5 
in the revenue paper. There are also 475 actions with juries, and 
538 without juries, besides 40 motions and appeals in bankruptcy. 
The total number of cases in the Queen’s Bench Division list is 
1,291. At the Easter Sittings the total was 1,253, and a year ago, 
1,059. The cause list of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division 
contains 34 probate causes, consisting of 24 to be heard before the 
court without a jury, and 1 to be heard with a common jury, and 
9 with special juries. At the commencement of the last sittings 
the number of probate ‘causes was 36, and a year ago, 45. The 
matrimonial cause list exhibits the titles of 119 causes, of which 
45 are undefended and 49 defended, and there are 10 causes to be 
heard with common juries, and 15 with special juries; there are 
also 54 in a separate list which stand over, making 173 in all. At 
the Easter Sittings the matrimonial causes, including 55 standing 
over or part heard, amounted to 177, and a year ago to 367. There 
are also in the list 37 admiralty actions, as compared with 44 at 
the last sittings, and 40 a year ago. 





Two LEARNED JUDGES were occupied for some time on Tuesday 
in considering the question whether a young gentleman, employed in 
a solicitor’s office at the tender age of thirteen years, could be 
deemed to be ‘‘ bond fide engaged in the transaction and perform- 
ance of such matters of business as are usually transacted and 
performed by solicitors.” The authorities in Chancery-lane thought 
he could not, and the court, upon full consideration, intimated an 
opinion that this was not ‘‘by any means an unreasonable view.” 
Without desiring to give any opinion on the case before the court, 
we may venture to express our cordial assent to the dictwm as 
generally applicable. ere may, no doubt, have been circum- 
stances of special aptitude and precocity in the young gentleman 
referred to in the recent case, who at thirteen years of age com- 
menced his career as a clerk in a solicitor’s office. We believe that 
a great novelist somewhere speaks of a learned infant who had 
‘mastered the Fathers”—perhaps not altogether so unusual 
an accomplishment among infants as the novelist supposed—and 
our experience in reviewing law books has certainly occasionally 
engendered a suspicion that treatises are written and surreptitiously 
published by infantile law clerks. But in general we think it is 
for the public advantage that the abilities of young gentlemen of 
thirteen should be directed to the study of Cocker rather than of 
conveyancing, and it is certainly more for their personal interest 
that for their little juvenile errors they should be mildly and priv- 
ately whipped at school than that, for their adventures in the “‘trans- 
action of the business of a solicitor,” they should come under the 
lash of Mr. Justice Kay. We are inclined to think, therefore, that 
the court were well advised in almost inviting the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society to lay down a general regulation that in 
no case would they admit that a ten years’ clerkship, commencing 
under fourteen years of age, was sufficient, under 23 & 24 Vict. c. 
127, s. 4. The decision of the court, however, that an appeal will 
| not be entertained from a refusal, on the ground of too early com- 

mencement of the ten years’ clerkship, to admit a candidate to the 
| Intermediate Examination, leaves the matter on a satisfactory 


footing. 








In THE PRopaTE suit of Francis v. Francis, which was tried 
last Wednesday before Sir James Hawnxn, a question arose as to 
the effective revocation of a will which the testator had torn, but 
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had preserved ; the document being found, after his death, with the 
pieces put together, the testator afterwards speaking of a will as 
still in existence. This was relied upon as disproving his animus 
revocandi ; but the learned judge treated the question of revoca- 
tion as being one entirely for the jury. He pointed out, in his 
summing up, that there must be an act of revocation, and not a mere 
intention to revoke ; but that the act would have no operation in 
the absence of an intention continuing as long as the act lasted, 
since a man who has even thrown his will into the fire may change 
his mind before its destruction is completed. He further pointed 
out that the jury could only decide what was the testator’s inten- 
tion at the time of tearing the will, and could not entertain the 
question of his subsequent feelings, or whether he afterwards 
repented of his act, and desired the will to remain in force. 
Upon this direction the jury found that the will had been destroyed 
animo revocandi. This direction accords with, and appears to have 
been based upon, the direction given by Mr. Justice Hotzoyn, before 
the Wills Act, to the jury in Doe v. Perkes (Gow. 186; see 1 
Williams on Executors, 140, note p.). He said that ‘‘ the question 
of intention is purely a question of fact ; and, therefore, exclusively 
within the province of the jury to decide. If the jury think that 
what the testator intended at the time he tore the will was com- 
pleted, the heir-at-law is entitled to recover; but if they think 
that his intention at that time was not completed, the question of 
law then arises, and I am of opinion that it will not, in point of 
law, amount to a revocation.” In that case the testator had, in a 
fit of anger towards one of the devisees, torn his will into four 
pieces, but his hand was held by a bystander, after which he became 
calm and said, ‘‘ It is a good job it is no worse.’ The four pieces 
of the will were found after his death. The jury found that the 
testator was prevented from completing the act of destruction he 
intended, fj the Court of King’s Bench (3 B. & A. 489) held 
that the question of the intention of destroying the will had been 
rightly left to the jury. 





Is a case of In re Chapman and Hobbs, a report of which appears 
in another column, a curious question arose on section 65 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881. That section, which provides for the 
enlargement of long terms into estates in fee simple, requires the 
enlargeable term to be one without any rent, or with merely a 
peppercorn rent, or other rent having no money value, incident to 
the reversion. And in the case in question, Mr. Justice Parson 
had to decide whether a term of 500 years, created in 1647, at the 
yearly rent of ‘ one silver penny, if demanded,” came within the 
meaning of the section. He decided that it did, and based his decision, 
apparently, on the assumption that the words, “if demanded,’’ 
indicated that the rent was reserved, not on account of its having 
any money valuc, but merely for the purpose of keeping alive 
evidence of the tenancy. He is reported to have added that the 
fact that silver pennies had now vanished out of the coinage of the 
realm confirmed him in his view as to the rent being of no money 
value. It is difficult to see the force of this fact, as the actual 
value of a silver penny would be rather enhanced than diminished 
by it. The case, at all events, proves one conclusion with indis- 
putable clearness: that «ction 65 of the Act is intrinsically a 
very injudicious enactment, and that its natural evil consequences 
have been greatly enhanced by the want of precision in its con- 
traction. long terms which it seeks to abolish never did any 
pasticular harm, and the questions relating to title which it has 
entailed upon us promise to do 4 good deal. These may be expected 
to form afair crop. 10 Jn re Smith and Stott, 31 W. BR. 411, Mr. 
Justice Vur seems, «at least during the argument, to 
heave been not unwilling to entertain the opinion, that 
am amuusl rent of three shillings might be taken 
to “ have no money value,” for the purposes of this section, in the 
the sense that it would nt, as incident to the reversion, command 
a veady price in the market. In his judgment he adopted the less 

view, that the rent, in order to come within the section, 
must be “2 rent which, when received, has no money value” ; 
which slightly obscure expressions sem to mean that if the rent in 
& gam which is, in fact, any sum whatever, it is not a rent 
“having no yy value” within the meaning of the section. 
This seems to te directly opposed to the principle of the decision 
& Mz. Justice Pisum in the present cose. And it is evident 





that ifa rent of three shillings could be said, upon the above- 
mentioned ground, to have no money value, it will be as impossible 
to draw the line een rents coming within the section and rents 
not coming within the section as to fix the exact point (according 
to the old puzzle) at which a number of stones becomes worthy to 
be styled a “heap.” Everything which tends to raise new ques- 
tions upon titles is an evil which we should expect to be sedulously 
avoided by the courts; and in the case of section 65 of the Con- 
veyancing Act, the only way to secure certainty of interpretation 
is to restrict the operation of the section to those cases which are 
beyond doubt. For this reason alone we think that the decision of 
Mr. Justice Pearson in In re Chapman and Hobbs is rather to be 
regretted. Moreover, since the enactment is distinctly a measure 
of confiscation, which can only be excused by supposing its authors 
not to have known that the reversions in question are by no means 
always destitute of a money value, at all events as between the 
termor and the reversioner, we should prefer to see, in judicial 
circles, a tendency to restrict its operation, as far as possible, to 
cases in which the title to the reversion has become obscure or un- 
traceable ; of which the probability must always depend, to a con- 
siderable degree, upon the smallness of the rent. Since the deci- 
sion of Mr. Justice Pearson is not at all certain to meet with 
universal acquiescence, we may expect to see further litigation 
upon the question before it is finally settled. 





A coop pEaL of what seems to be somewhat misdirected censure 
seems to have been bestowed by the Court of Appeal in the case 
of Blake v. Harvey (32 W. R. 602). In the course of his judg- 
ment Lord Justice Corron took occasion to say that ‘‘ Mr. Justice 
Kay ought to have seen that the records of the court were kept 
free from ”’ the addition complained of, and Lord Justice Fry said, 
‘It is especially the duty of the plaintiff to see that the record 
is kept in proper form.” Now, whatever Mr. Justice Kay’s duty 
may be as regards the records of the court, it is tolerably certain 
that no party to an action has any concern with such a record of 
the court as the entry of an order, and it cannot be his duty to keep 
the court right. Mr. Justice Kay’s duty appears to be to abstain 
from making such orders or giving such directions as will confuse 
or deface the records; and this would seem to be the limit of his 
duty in this direction. But Lord Justice Corron further intimated 
that even if there were ‘‘ merely a slip in the order, the proper 
means to correct it by motion or summons was not adopted.” The 
learned judge can hardly have meant that no slip in an order can 
be corrected except by motion or summons. Judging by daily 
experience, we question whether this could be done consistently 
with reasonable convenience. If ord. 28, r. 11, applies to such omis- 
sions as frequently occur in complicated orders dealing with funds in 
court, applications by motion or summons to alter an order would 
largely add tothe work of the judges and their chief clerks in the 
Chancery Division. When such omissions are made good by a 
registrar, it is obviously done upon the theory that the omitted 
portion is really part of the order of the court, which would not 
be complete without it. The registrar adds nothing to what was 
ordered, but only completes the carrying out of what was directed. 
As keepers of the records of the court, the registrars are the proper 


| officers to see that the records are correct. The dicta of the Court 


of Appeal in the recent case seem to be too sweeping. It would 
serve no good purpose if the strict letter of ord. 28, r. 11, were 
enforced, and parties were compelled, on every small and insignifi- 
cant occasion of altering an order, to apply by motion or summons. 


——— - —— 


A w-called ‘buffet’”’ has been set up in the Central Hall of the 
Royal Courts of Justice for the sale (inter alia) of intoxicating drinks. 
This has roused the displeasure of a correspondent of the Times, who 











desires that the unsightly excrescence may be hidden away in some dark 
| corridor. His suggestion will find many supporters. 


The twenty-fifth anniver festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association will be held next Wednesday at the Star and Garter Hotel, 
Richmond, ‘The association in fortunate in having for their festival 
chairman #o distinguished a member of the profowion as Mr. John 
Hollams, whone interest and sympathy in the work of the society has 60 
often been warmly shown. Should the weather continue favourable, 
there will doubtless be a ay ode ee ot solicitors and thelr friends to 
support Mr. Hollams at the val, ond we trust tho contributions then 
announced will materially assist the cause that will be advocated. 
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SOME CONSEQUENCES OF THE RECENT 
PROVISIONS FOR RELIEF AGAINST 
FORFEITURE OF LEASE. 


Tue Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 14, in relief of forfeiture of leases, 
has considerably altered the position of lessors recovering possession 
of their property. The section pre-supposes this condition of 
things: a breach of a covenant in a lease (other than one relating 
to payment of rent or than those referred to in sub-section (6) ), 
and a right in the lessor to re-enter or declare the lease void. 
Before the latter can enforce his right, this section enacts that he 
must give notice of the breach to the tenant, who then has a 
reasonable time for remedying the breach complained of and making 
compensation for it. 

Here it may be suggested whether this enactment does not put an 
end to the beneficial use of the ordinary covenant to repair on notice. 
For by notice under the Act the lessor can obtain the performance of 
the covenant and the costs of giving such notice, neither of which are 
obtainable by a notice under such covenant. Further, by giving 
notice under the covenant the lessor waives his right to insist on 
the forfeiture, and precludes himself from bringing ejectment until 
the expiration of the time mentioned in the notice (Doe 
v. Meux, 4 B. & C. 606). At that point of time, if the 
premises are still unrepaired, a right of re-entry accrues to him in 
respect of the condition in which the premises then are. But by 
the statute this right is not enforceable except after notice ; the 
lessor, therefore, has now to give a notice under the statute, and 
his remedy by ejectment is delayed by exactly the time mentioned 
in the notice under the covenant. 

Next, assuming the lessor to have given the statutory notice, 
what is the effect of such notice on his position? If the notice is 
to be considered as a waiver of breaches then accrued, on the prin- 
ciple of Doe v. Meux, he may, during the currency of the notice, 
accept or distrain for rent falling due before or during that period. 
But the words of the section shut out such an interpretation of the 
notice. The section contemplates a right of re-entry for the 
original breach existing in the event of the tenant failing to comply 
with the notice ; whereas, if the notice was a waiver, the right of 
re-entry, at the expiration of the notice, would not be for the 
original breach, but for the breach existing at that latter date ; and 
a fresh notice would be necessary, and so onadinfinitum. On the 
other hand, the notice cannot be, within the definition in Jones v. 
Carter (15 M. & W., at p. 725), an unequivocal act indicating the 
intention of the lessor to avail himelf of the option of terminating 
the lease, which makes the lease void and incapable of being 
revived ; because, if the tenant complies with the notice, the lease 
continues in force, and it cannot be contended that the effect of the 
notice may be either a waiver of the breach or a determination of 
the lease according to the act of the tenant. The real effect of the 
notice seems to be a declaration that the lessor reserves his right to 
insist on the forfeiture in the event of*the non-compliance by the 
lessee with the terms of the notice (either in the matter of the 
breach or, it would seem, in default in making compensation), and 
guards himself, so to speak, against the inference that by giving 
the notice he admits a tenancy as existing until the iration of 
the notice. This result then follows. Until the expiration of the 
notice and the service of a writ in ejectment, the lessor cannot 
accept rent’ falling due since the date of the notice, nor can he 
distrain for rent due before the notice was given ; for, by so doing, 
he would admit that a tenancy was existing at the time of such 
acceptance or distraint, and depart from the position taken up by 
him in the notice. 

When the notice expires, if the tenant has not complied with its 
terms, the lessor may at once proceed with his ejectment, even 
where the lessor has remedied the breach, but has not made 
compensation. By bringing this action he elects to determine the 
lease as on the date of the first breach in respect of which a right 
to determine tho lease arose, and which has not been waived. He 
cannot afterwards depart from this election. If there was, in fact, 
no breach, his so-called election is, of course, void, and has no effect 
upon the lease. But by bringing the action the lease is void, so far as 

© lessor’s intention oan make it, and if a breach, upon which the 
lessor was entitled to insist when he brought the action, is estab- 
lished against the lessee, or admitted by him in the course of the 
action, as by applying for relief, the lease is absolutely void, and | 


cannot be revived. From this it follows that, although after action 
brought the lessor can safely receive rent due up to the date of 
the writ; yet as he has declared the lease void, and the lessee, 
therefore, a trespasser, a distraint by him on the goods of the lessee 
is a trespass (Grimwood v. Moss, 20 W. R. 972, L. R.7 C. P. 360). 

On like grounds it seems to be necessary for the lessee when 
applying for relief to ask, inter alia, that a new lease be directed 
to be granted for the residue of the term, as in Hack v. Leonard 
(9 Mod. 91); for it must be beyond the power of the court to revive 
what has ceased to exist. It is material to note on this point that the 
Common Law Procedure Acts, relieving against forfeiture for non- 
payment of rent, expressly provide that there shall be no necessity 
for a new lease—a provision not enacted in the section under 
discussion. It may be suggested that the words at the end of sub- 
section (2), enabling the court to grant an injunction “ to restrain 
any like breach in the future,” indicate that the framers of the 
section contemplated the continuance of the lease, notwithstanding 
the proceedings to enforce the forfeiture, since there can be no breach 
in the future of a covenant which has ceased to exist; but we 
think that, whatever may have been the intention of the framers, 
the words are too indefinite to have the effect of keeping the lease 
alive. It seems to be also advisable for the lessor that a new lease 
should be granted under the circumstances supposed, for the lessee 
continuing in possession, without any new lease, will hold on the 
terms of the old lease, so far as they are applicable to a yearly 
tenancy; and the lessor who subsequently seeks to enforce a 
covenant inconsistent with such tenancy may be met with the plea 
that, the original lease having been put an end to, the covenant 
sued on is not one of those under which the tenant now holds the 
premises. 
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ANTE-NUPTIAL LIABILITIES AS BETWEEN 
HUSBAND AND WIFE. 


Tue case of Butler v. Butler (L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 831) raised a 
very curious point with regard to the effect of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882. The decision of Wills, J., though 
we do not propose to question its correctness, having regard to the 
phraseology of the Act, and though there may be also divers 
considerations of expediency in its favour, certainly seems to us, 
nevertheless, to render the law somewhat illogical and inconsistent 
in point of principle. 

e facts of the case were as follows :—A husband brought an 
action against his wife to recover, out of her separate estate, the 
amount of moneys advanced by him to her. It appeared that the 
wife had, both before and after her marriage, which took in 
1883, carried on a business, and the husband had, both before and 
after the marriage, lent money to her, and paid y on her 
behalf, at her request, for the of such business. The 
learned judge held that the husband could maintain an action 
against the wife and charge her separate property in respect of the 
advances made after marriage, but not in respect of those mad 
before marriage. With regard to the post-nuptial advances, he 
seems to have based his decision on the doctrines of equity, alto- 
gether independent of the Married Women's Property Act, 1882, 
by which a wife was treated in equity as capable of contracting 
with her husband so as to charge her se estate. With regard 
to the ante-nuptial advances, his ratie deci j seems to have been 
this: it is clear law that, before the Act, no such action could have 
been maintained, because the unity of person which was the 
result of the marriage necessaril gee ae 
the Act make any difference ? learned 
the material sections seriatim, the 
sideration of them may be fairly 
that he did not think the Act 
husband and wife énter se. He 
the doctrine of the common law, by 
called a unity of 
answer I do not see why. It 

wers upon the wife, and, in 
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On consideration of the various sections the learned judge comes 
to the conclusion that they do not apply to the case of ante-nuptial 
debts from the wife to the husband, and that there is no intention 
to alter the law by preserving to the husband the liability of the 
wife in respect of such debts, notwithstanding marriage. He 
construes the provisions of the Act with regard to the ante-nuptial 
liabilities of the wife as having regard solely to her liabilities to 
persons other than the husband. The 13th section of the Act 
seems to us to be the most material section for this purpose. It 
provides that a woman after her marriage shall continue to be 
liable in respect, and to the extent, of her separate property for all 
debts contracted and all contracts entered into, or wrongs com- 
mitted by her before her marriage, and she may be sued for any 
such debt, &c., and all sums recovered against her shall be payable 
out of her separate property ; and as between her and her husband, 
unless there be any contract between them to the contrary, her 
separate property shall be deemed to be primarily liable for all such 
debts, contracts, or wrongs, and for all damages or costs recovered 
in respect thereof.” The learned judge, admitting that the earlier 
words of the section were wide enough to cover the ante-nuptial 
liabilities of the wife to the husband, nevertheless came to the con- 
clusion that such liabilities were without the scope of the section. 
The principal grounds he adduces are, the inapplicability of the 
provision as to the primary liability as between husband and wife 
to claims by a husband against the wife’s separate estate, and the 
fact that the section applies to torts as well as contracts, though, by 
another section, the husband and wife are disabled from suing each 
other in tort. 

It seems to us that the question with regard to claims by 
husband against wife in respect of ante-nuptial liabilities ought not 
to be considered alone. A cognate question also arises in the case 
of aclaim by a wife against a husband in respect of a debt due 
before marriage from the husband to the wife. This latter ques- 
tion would, so far as we can see, depend principally on the 
construction to be placed on section 2, which provides that every 
woman who marries after the Act shall be entitled to have and to 
hold as her separate property all real and personal property which 
shall belong to her at the time of marriage, and section 12, which 
gives to the wife against all persons, including her husband, the 
same civil remedies for the protection and security of her personal 
property as if such property belonged to her as a feme sole, subject 
to the exception that no husband or wife shall be entitled to sue 
the other for a tort. We feel some difficulty about this latter 
question. A debt due from the future husband to the future wife 
is clearly, at the time of marriage, part of her estate, and the 
general scope of the Act is to preserve to her her estate as if a feme 
sole, and to prevent its becoming the husband’s. The 12th section, 
which provides for the wife’s remedies, unlike the 13th, expressly 
provides for claims as between wife and husband. But we must 
say that it seems to us a most monstrous result if a wife can sue a 
husband in respect of an ante-nuptial debt, whereas a husband 
cannot sue a wife. The learned judge does not seem to have dis- 
cussed the case from this point of view. Although possibly his 
reasoning would lead him to the same conclusion in both cases, we 
cannot help thinking that there might be more difficulty about this 
latter question. It does seem to us, however, in any case, to some 
extent anomalous that a wife and husband may incur debts inter se 
after marriage, but that the fact of marriage should destroy debts 
that existed before marriage. 








On Tuesday, says the Times, Mr. Baron Huddleston had disposed of the 
day’s list by 11.45 a.m. The defendant only in the last case in the list 
ron Ae ready, his lordship had dismissed the action with costs and left the 
court. The plaintiff's junior counsel arrived a moment afterwards, and 
the learned judge returned and again took his seat, remarking that he 
would have it distinctly understood that he would never do so if the 
same thing Pe again. Where there were two counsel instructed in 
a case it was imperative that one of them should be present in person or 
by deputy when their case was called on. 


On Saturday last an inquest was held on the body of Mr. Walter F. 
Smith, solicitor, of 5, Bedford-row, and South Kensington, who shot 
himself in a cab in Holborn. Mr. Royle, the partner of the deceased, 
said that since August last deceased had been suffering from illness, and 
his mind had become affected. He was extremely melancholy and 
depressed, but there was nothing in his circumstances to cause this 
depression. He had frequently threatened to commit suicide, and had 
been placed under the care of an attendant. A verdict of suicide while 
temporarily insane was recorded. 














THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


IIIL.—ORGANIZATION WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO 
NON-CONTENTIOUS BUSINESS. 


KNOWLEDGE OF STATUTE Law. 


IT would be a trite observation to make if we were to lay it down as 
a dogma that a solicitor cannot properly assume to undertake the 
conduct of non-contentious business unless he has first mastered the 
general principles of the law of England which bear on that class 
of business, and, on the principle that the greater includes the less, 
the title of this article may not seem to offer a more profitable field 
for remark. Nevertheless, we hope to justify its choice as a fitting 
introduction to this third division of our subject. 

Every solicitor knows a certain amount of law. He cannot other- 
wise pass the examinations which must be surmounted before he can 
become a solicitor at all. He may have acquired the book-learning 
necessary for enabling him to get through these examinations by a 
steady, continuous course of study, or he may have left all to the 
last and scrambled through in the best way he could, by means of a 
process of cramming at high pressure. He may have laid himself 
out to pass a distinguished examination (speaking in this connection 
of the now considerable period during which it has been possible to 
gain distinction), or he may have contented himself with reading 
just enough for qualifying purposes. And, since the date of his 
emerging from his final examination, he may have kept himself up 
to the mark in law both new and old, or he may have suffered the 
old law to become fainter and fainter in his memory, and have 
abstained from any systematic acquisition of new law, relying on 
his wits and the aid of his counsel for finding the particular point 
which will meet the particular occasion in practice. We are not now 
concerned with the reflections to which these varying phases or 
degrees of legal knowledge give rise in the largest sense, but are 
anxious to deal exhaustively with one point only—the need of 
familiarity with current legislation in its bearing upon the conduct 
of non-contentious, or, as we may for our present purpose call it, 
conveyancing business. 

We do not understand how any solicitor who desires to organize 
his business upon principles of common prudence to himself and to 
deal rightly by his clients, can put out of sight the immense practical 
importance of keeping pace with the Statute Book. The whole 
fabric of any partic principle or department of law is liable 
at any moment to be shattered at a blow by the irresistible power of 
an Act of Parliament. How, then, can a solicitor securely slumber 
in his chair while Acts of Parliament are gliding past him which 
revolutionize his crystalized ideas as to the state of the law on this or 
that point? One solicitor, perhaps, may say in answer to that 
question, “My days of learning and unlearning law are over. I 
engage competent clerks, and when occasion renders it desirable I 
consult counsel, and I expect these two props between them to keep 
me up.” To that line of argument we have no rejoinder to offer. 
A time does unquestionably come in the professional career at which 
the solicitor may fairly expect to take his armour off—if he can— 
without actually retiring from the fray, or in more prosaic language, 
without giving up the profits of the business. If clients recognize this, 
or if, at all events, their business is in the result well and carefully 
attended to, there can be no room for complaint. But it may be 
pointed out that the solicitor who has arrived at this penultimate 
stage in his professional life is practically outside the range of these 
articles, which are for the most part addressed to active, working 
solicitors, and does not represent, therefore, in reality an exception 
to any general rule which we venture to lay down. But, again, 
another solicitor may say, ‘‘I do not pretend to read up the statute 
law, but I look it up when occasion arises, and that is quite enough 
for my purpose.” That is, in our opinion, a good answer up to a 
certain very limited point, but not ond it. The solicitor who 
looks up a statute will, without doubt, find it, and if he remembers 
when any given subject comes before him that there may be a statute 
which governs or affects it, he will, —- in the end, render as 
effective service to his client as though he had conned the statute 
until he knew it by heart. But the danger—a dangey which in other 
connections we have insisted on more than once, but at the risk of 
repetition must once again bring to the front—lies in that ‘‘if.” 
When a solicitor does not trouble himself to apply his attention 
practically to current legislation at all, otherwise than in connection 
with the need of the moment, there must always be a risk of his 
forgetting to ask himself whether an Act, or (as is more common 
in these days) a succession of Acts, has been passed by which the 
law has been altered on the particular subject with which he 
is dealing. If a statute is itself an utter blank to his mind, he may 
well fail to exercise vigilance in discovering its existence at the right 
moment in the absence of any guiding idea as to the general 
character of its provisions. The axiom that an English lawyer, 
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though he may not know the law, will know where to find it, can 
only be received as sound when applied to an English lawyer who 
has bestowed a reasonable amount of diligent attention upon the task 
of endeavouring to the broad features and general principles 
of the law, and to follow the spirit of any alterations which may from 
time to time take place in them. Moreover, it must be remembered 
that even if a solicitor, although he neglects to read the statutes 
which are of practical importance to him as a lawyer, does — 
that the advice which he is asked to give, or the step which he 
—— to take, may be affected by —— he cannot always 
ope to have the opportunity of ransacking the statutes to satisfy 
himself on the point. There are cases which demand instant action, 
and in which the solicitor who hesitates is lost—or rather, in which 
where the solicitor hesitates, the client is lost. And, even in the 
absence of great urgency, there are unkind clients who are apt to 
draw unfavourable conclusions as to the competence of a solicitor 
who cannot answer what is, or what seems to them to be, a simple 
question without consulting a number of books. We do not wish to 
press this argument beyond just limits. The solicitor cannot carry 
about the whole of the statute law in his head, and even where he 
has a tolerably certain impression as to the effect of an Act, he will, 
where he has the opportunity, be wise to make assurance sure by 
a at the text. What we do insist is that, to gain by careful 
pe a general understanding of the leading principles of the 
statutes of each year, in so far as they have a technical application to 
the solicitor’s work, is an essential part of his duty in connection with 
the organization of his business. 

These observations are true, as we venture to think, of all times, 
but they have a very special application just now to conveyancing 
work by reason of the great importance of recent legislation in its 
bearing on that class of business, The series of Acts which commenced 
with the Vendor and Purchaser Act of 1874, and has terminated for 
the present with the Settled Land Act of 1884, has scarcely left one 
stone upon another of the edifice of the real property lawyer’s know- 
ledge, whether of principles or practice. The lawyer of to-day has 
to remember most carefully many things which no previous statutes 
had required at his hands. When he prepares or peruses various 
instruments he has not only to keep before his mind the effect of 
what is written in black and white, but also the fact that certain 
provisions will be imported by law into the document if they are 
not excluded in terms; that certain other provisions will be im- 
ported, notwithstanding any stipulation to the contrary ; that certain 
other provisions will be imported by the use of words which convey 
no signification, without a section in an Act as a key to them; that 
certain results which are directly at variance with the terms of an 
instrument can at any moment be brought to pass, nevertheless. 
Turn which way he wil-~sshation he concerns himself at any given 
moment with an agreement or conditions of sale, a conveyance, a 
mortgage, a settlement, a will, a bill of sale, a lease, or almost any 
other instrument which crosses his path—the conveyancer will be 
met with one or more statutes, passed within the period we have 
mentioned, possessing a direct practical significance in connection 
with the matter in hand. 

It would, no doubt, be utterly absurd to say that any living 
solicitor in practice is wholly oblivious of the existence of this group 
of all-important statutes. But it may not be altogether beyond the 
regions of possibility that a good many solicitors have not really 
mastered them, even in the general sense of which we have been 
speaking ; and, if this be so, can it be said that either the client or 
the solicitor is safe from the consequenoes of this ignorance on the 
part of the latter? Isit not conceivable that a provision which there 
may be special reasons for excluding or modifying may be suffered to 
creep into a deed which passes through the hands of one of these 
practitioners simply because he is not alive to the fact that the 
provision is imported by law unless he does exclude or modify it? 
And may not this be a sample of a good many other more or less 
possible illustrations which suggest themselves to the mind, if it is once 
taken as a datum point that a solicitor who undertakes conve es 
work with a light enn has not troubled himself to keep touch of 
this recent legislation? Surely so. 

Summing up this matter, then, we would say that a solicitor can 
never hope to conduct conveyancing business so as to avoid constant 
risk of serious und, perhaps, disastrous blunders unless, in addition to 
an honest groundwork o om education acquired during his days of 
avowed studentship, he follows with an understanding mind the 
changes wrought by statute in the laws of property. How far he 
may set his face in the direction of acquiring knowledge over and 
beyond this negative standard of his bare needs is a a which 
he must solve for himself by the light of his sense of duty, his ambi- 
tion, and the exigencies of his individual position. 
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REVIEWS. 


REAL PROPERTY. 


THe LAw oF REAL PROPERTY: CHIEFLY IN RELATION TO Convey- 
ANCING. By Henry W. CHALLIS, Barrister-at-Law. Reeves & 
Turner. 

This is a law book of a kind very rare in these days—a work full 
of original research and careful consideration. It is not too much to 
say that, in point of learning and accuracy, it is not unworthy of 
the great Preston himself; while, as regards ease and clearness of 
style, it is infinitely superior to his productions. 

The book had its origin in the essay prefixed to the edition of the 
Conveyancing and Settled Land Acts published by Messrs. Hood 
and Challis; but, working upon this outline, Mr. Challis has added 
so much new matter, and has so much expanded and completed the 
contents of the essay, as to entitle his treatise to the credit of 
a new work, The eral arrangement of the subject has been 
retained. The author deals, in the first instance, with tenure, com- 
mencing with tenure by the common law. Here we find gavelkind 
and borough english discussed. The author observes that gavelkind 
(in its usual sense) and borough english are not tenures but customary 
modes of devolution affecting lands in particular places. The tenure 
of gavelkind land is, no doubt, a species of socege, and, as the peculiar 
customs relating to it are not exclusively connected with descent, it 
properly finds a place in this chapter. But we may suggest 
whether, in a new edition, the consideration of borough english and 
other peculiar customs of descent would not be more properly 
relegated to the chapter on ‘‘The Descent of a Fee Simple.” The 
following chapters deal with the Statute of Quia Emptores and the 
statute 12 Car. 2, c. 24; and then we come to tenure by custom of 
the manor, in which the characteristics of copyhold tenure are tersely 
and accurately stated. After a chapter devoted to tenure by the 
custom of ancient demesne—which we think would bear some further 
expansion—we have an admirable chapter on escheat, in which there 
occurs the following criticism of section 4 of the recent Intestates 
Estates Act :— 

‘The Intestates Estates Act, 1884, s. 4, which received the Royal assent 
on the 14th of August, 1884, is as follows :— 

‘* «From and after the passing of this Act, where a person dies without 
an heir and intestate in respect of any real estate consisting of any 
estate or interest whether 1 or equitable in any incorporeal 
hereditament, or of any equitable estate or interest in any corporeal 
heseditament, whether devised or not devised to trustees by the will 
of such person, the law of escheat shall apply in the same manner 
as if the estate or interest above mentioned were a legal estate in 
corporeal hereditaments.’ 

“‘This enactment evidently assumes that a m may die intestate in 

respect to real estate which is devised to trustees by his will. This 

is so remote from ordinary usage as to make conjecture with regard to it 

somewhat hazardous. It was held, in the case of Onslow v. Wallis (1 Mac. 

& G. 506), that the trustees of a will, to whom an equitable fee simple had 

been devised, had a right to call upon the existing trustee to convey the 

legal estate: and that the latter could not refuse to convey it, merely upon 
the ground that the trusts of the will were incapable of being executed, 
and that the testator had left no heir. Syoe ae Sperling v. Rochfort, 

L. R. 16 Ch. D. 18.) It is possible that this ion may, to some extent, 

account for the appearance of the words, ‘whether devised or not 

devised to trustees by the will of such person.’ These words 
have the air of a parenthetical addition to the section; and 
their intention may possibly have been to provide, that when 
any person shall die without an heir, not intestate, but having 
devised the hereditaments in question to trustees, upon trusts which do not 
admit of being executed, there shall be the same operation of escheat, 
as the section has attempted to describe in the case of an intestacy. But 
it would be difficult, if not impossible, to import this meaning into the 
words used. A from these words, the language of the enactment is 
obscure, and robably give rise to —, A heredita- 
ment, when it is the subject of escheat, eats to the lord of whom it is 
holden. But, in relation to the incorporeal hereditaments contemplated 
by the enactment, there exists no such person; and therefore the here- 
ditaments in question cannot escheat to him. The law of escheat, there- 
fore, cannot ‘apply in the same manner’ ; and the question must arise, 


in what other manner, if any, it shall apply. Im the case of incorporeal 
hereditaments, such as @ rent- “. which issue out of lands 


holden of a mesne lord, a contest may not ieguehebiy arise between the 
mesne lord, if any, and the Crown. e enactment seems to be founded 
upon a very superficial view of the law of escheat.” 

Part II. of the work deals with “ estates in general,” and contains 
new chapters on the rules of limitation at common law and the rule 
in Shelley’s case. The observations in the chapter on — on 
points to be considered as to the assimilation of merger at law to 
merger in equity, may be especially commended to the reader. 
Part III., on “the nature and quantum of estates,” there is a new 
chapter on the descent of a fee simple, which strikes us as one of the 
most valuable in the whole book. e rules of descent are stated in 
@ series of itions, the parts of the common aw rules which have 
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been superseded by statute being printed in italics, and the existing 
law being stated in a supplementary rule, distinguished by a letter 
in addition to the number. This is an ingenious and admirable 
idea, and the rules are followed by a list of steps to be successively 
followed in tracing a descent, which will be extremely convenient to 
the practitioner. Part IV. is devoted to assurances. 

The characteristics of the book are thoroughness of investigation 
and clearness and terseness of statement, and it ought to find its 
way into the hands of every lawyer who desires to obtain, in a short 
compass, a thoroughly satisfactory view of the law of real property 
bearing upon the work of the conveyancer. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


** STAMPS ’*—AGREEMENT v. PROMISSORY NOTE, 
YEO vo. DAWE. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—This case of stainps (dealt with in your current number, pp. 
495, 499) is, as your own comments upon it show, one of some 
interest and of difficulty, as admitted by the judges before whom it 
came. 

In my recent series of letters (Soticrrors’ JOURNAL, January to 
March last) I commented upon the framing of the Stamp Act, 1870 
(under which, if under any Act, Yeo v. Dawe was decided), and 
mostly in a commendatory tone. I had no “call” to adopt this 
tone, except what, in my judgment, appeared fair towards the Act, 
and I am moved only by the like cause in venturing to say I think 
the Act, and its framers, do not quite deserve the strictures you 

upon them in your comments re Yeo v. Dawe. 

It may fairly be said there are few points of ‘‘ stamps,” under both 
past and present Acts (and cases), more perplexing than the one now 
under discussion. Before the passing of the Stamp Act, 1870, there 
were numerous cases in the books upon it. If not in express words, 
yet otherwise, the Act of 1870 was considered to have incorporated 
the law of some, and to have repealed the law of others, of the cases 
in force at the time of the passing of the Act. The cases cited in 
Mr. Gualter Griffith’s book* upon the question may be said to be 
those which, in official views, remained unaffected by the Act of 1870 
in the manner I have named, and so remain law, and yet the notes of 
these last-named cases fill some pages of Mr. Griffith’s book. + 

I do not come to the consideration of the point for the first time 
by many, and having in mind that the Act of 1870 was a consolidat- 
ing Act, and so—necessarily, it may be said—adopted mostly general 


for specific terms, I have not been able to discover that a much, if | 


any, better definition of ‘‘ promissory note” than that contained in 
the Act could be framed. 

To show the nice distinctions drawn, and the sea of doubt, even 
after the decision of the Court of Appeal in Yeo v. Dawe, the ques- 
tion remains in, I quote the following notes of cases from Mr. 
Griffith’s book :-— 

Under ** Agreement” :— 

Note for a definite sum by a principal and sureties to a banker, 
with indorsement by the makers that it was given to secure floating 
advances by the banker. An agreement.—Cholmeley v. Darley, 
14 L. J. N.S. Ex. 258. 

Memorandum agreeing to give £5 for a cart, and promising to 
pay in three weeks. An eement.— Ellis v. Ellis, Gow. 216. 

Memorandum by defendants that they had borrowed of plaintiffs 
@ certain sum, which they promised to pay with interest. Held to 

6 an ent, and not a promissory note.— Williamson v. Bennett, 
3 Campb. 417. 

Under “* Promissory Note” :— 
An express form of words not nec . Nor is it necessary to 

state “lor value received.””"—Bayley on Bills, White v. Ledwick, 34. 

Promise to pay A. B., ‘‘ or bearer, on demand the sum of £16 at 
sight, by giving up clothes and 
value.— 


pers,” &c. A promissory note for 
v. Nuttall, 6 C. 


P. 320, and other reports. 


Promise to pay on demand, in consideration of foregoing an | 


action for ascertained damages. A promissory note upon a com- 
pleted consideration, and good.—Shelion v. James, 13 L. J. Q. B. 90. 
In the first above note (under “ Promissory Note’) it is said that 
no express form of words is necessary. But most men of business 
know the ordi form of promissory note such as would be written 
in « banker's, wlicitor’s, or a commercial office—c.y., 
“ Om demand I promise to pay to or bearer £100."" Or, ‘‘ Three 
months alter date I promise to pay to , or his order, value 
recebre’.”” 


No question could properly be raised upon an instrament in either 
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of the above forms as to the duty payable; and I believe I am correct 
in saying that either such instrument (being a promissory note and 
nothing more) could be sued upon without reference to any instru- 
ment outside it. But most of the instruments like that in Yeo v. 
Dawe, and as described in the notes of cases quoted above, are 
written off-hand by persons not bankers, &c., and who have little or 
no knowledge of the legal import of some of the words used, and the 
making of these non-technical instruments wingly increases, and 
not seldom the makers of them at the time ignore altogether the 
question of stamp. 

In the last two cases quoted under ‘‘ Promissory Note ’’ it will be 
seen that the instruments were given in consideration of something 
to be done, by which one would have said there was imported into 
the instrument the element of contract, and yet it was ruled that 
each instrument was a promissory note (only) ! 

To say a word or two with reference to official views upon the 

int. I am not quite certain what the present official ruling would 

, but I do know that, not so very long ago, with two instruments 
identical in terms, except in the one ‘‘ agree,” and in the other 
‘* promise,” were used, the Office would have ruled that the first 
as eee ment, and the second promissory note duty. 

t may be worth while to remark that prior to the Act of 1870 
Stamp Acts drew a distinction between bills of exchange and 
promissory notes, which occasionally gave rise to tiresome ques- 
tions in practice and to cases before the courts. Happily the Stamp 
Act, 1870, did away with this distinction. 

In eonclusion, let me refer to this utterance of the Master of the 
Rolls (as reported in your note of Yeo v. Dawe) :— 

‘Tf the document, though not a promissory note, was yet to be 
stamped as one, it would be necessary to say that every document by 
which money is to be paid on or without condition, by one person to 
another, is to be stamped as a promissory note, and, therefore, every 
covenant to pay money would have to be so stamped.” Here (saying 
it with due respect) his lordship stumbled a little. An instrument of 
covenant is one under seal, is specifically charged with duty in the Act, 
and so could not possibly under any circumstance attract duty as a 
5 200 Tad note. VERITAS. 

une 3. 


Nots.—As I am writing, I may refer to the question of the stamp 
for an assignment for the benefit of creditors, which was raised in 
your columns by ‘‘ A Country Practitioner’ (Soticrrors’ JoURNAL 
for February 28), and which I dealt with by my letter in your next 
number, I (inter alia) expressing the opinion that the stamp payable 
was clearly 10s., and that this duty would be that officially adjudged. 
Probably the subsequent letter of Mr. Conrad J. Davis (SoLicrrors’ 
JOURNAL for April 25) did not escape the attention of ‘“‘A Country 
Practitioner,” in which letter Mr. Davis states he had submitted a 
creditors’ deed for adjudication, and that the duty adjudged was 10s. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


Practice—Ricut or Party to Triau ny Jurr—R. 8. C., 1883, orp, 36, 
nz. 4, 6.—In the case of Trower v. Law Life Assurance Society, before the 
Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 3rd inst., the question was as to the right 
of the plaintiff to have the action tried by a jury. The action was by the 
plaintiff, as executrix of her husband, upon a policy of insurance alleged 
to have been bought by him. The plaintiff took out a summons for an 
order that the action should be tried by a common jury, but the master 
refused the order, indorsing on the summons the words ‘‘no order.” 
Pollock, B., and Manisty, J., affirmed the decision of the master. The 
plaintiff appealed. Upon opaeel it was argued that the main questions in 
the case were whether the plaintiff's husband was a bare trustee, and as to 

the Statute of Limitations, and that they were matters for the judge alone. 
It was also argued that the action would have been entertained by the old 
| Court of Chancery, and, therefore, that it was within ord. 36, r. 4, which 
gives a discretion. By that order, ‘“‘ The court or a judge may, if it shall 
| appear desirable, direct a trial without a jury of any question or issue of 
fact, or partly of fact and partly of law, arising in any cause or matter 
which previously to the wing of the principal Act could, without any 
consent of parties, have tried without a jury.”’” By rule 6 “ In any 
other cause or matter, upon the application of any.party thereto for a 
trial with a jury of the cause or matter or any issue of fact, an order shall 
be made for a trial with a jury.”’ The court (Burrr, M.R., Baooattay and 
Bowen, L.JJ.) allowed the a - Buwrt, M.R., said that their lordships 
had conemes with other judges, wae “i aed of my fy * an action 
simply to recover money upon a surance on the death of the 
poms a A would not have Deen dntertained by the Court of Ohancery. 
Therefore the case was not within rule 4. It was not within any of the 
exceptional cases; therefore it was within rule 6. Taking rules 6 and 7 
together, it is now necessary that a person who has a right to have his case 
ti by a jury must get an order to that effect. But where such person 
| is bound to apply under tule 6, the master has no discretion, and the oder 
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must be made. Therefore the master was wrong and the should 
succeed, the order to be set right by setting down the case for trial by a 
judge and jury. Baccartay and Bowen, L.JJ., concurred.—Counszt, 
Moorsom. Sortcrrors, Walters, Deverell, § Co. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


TrapE-Mark—RecistRaTion—Fancy Worp on Worps not in Common 
Use—Name or Person—Parents, Desiens, anp Trape-Marks Act, 1883, 
s. 64.—In a case of Slazenger v. Malings, before Pearson, J., on the 3rd 
inst., there was a question as to the validity of a mark which had been 
registered as a trade-mark under the Act of 1883. Section 64 of the 
Act provides that, ‘‘for the purposes of this Act, a trade-mark must 
consist of, or contain, at least one of the following essential particulars 
(inter alia):—(c.) A distinctive device, mark, brand, heading, label, 
ticket, or fancy word or words not in common use.’’ The plaintiffs had 
registered under the Act the words ‘‘The Lawford’’ as a trade-mark in 
connection with tennis bats; the defendants had since been using the 
word ‘‘ Lawford’’ in connection with similar articles manufactured by 
them, and the plaintiffs sought to restrain them from so doing. The 
word ‘‘ Lawford’’ was the name of a celebrated tennis player, and on 
behalf of the defendants it was objected that the words “The Lawford ”’ 
were not, therefore, ‘‘fancy words not in common use,’’ and that they 
could not constitute a valid trade-mark. Prarson, J., held that the 
combination ‘‘The Lawford’’ was a fancy expression not in common 
use, and that it was a valid trade-mark. And he granted an injunction 
against the defendants.—CounseL, Moulton ; Dundas Gardiner. Soricrrors, 
€. si Hoyle ; Edwin Hughes. (See In re Trade-Mark “‘ Alpine,” ante, p. 





Ramway Company—Satz or Svpgrrivovs Lanp—LanpD prReEviotsty 
suBJECT TO A Restricrion.—In a case of Bird v. Eggleton, before Pearson, 
J., on the 2nd inst., a question arose as to the effect of a purchase by a 
railway company, and a subsequent sale by them as supertiuous land, of 
land which, _ to the purchase by the company, was subject to a 
statutory prohibition of building. By an Inclosare Act, passed in the 
year 1806, it was provided that no buildings or erections above the surface 
of the earth should, at any time thereafter, be erected upon a narrow strip 
of waste land lying in front of Brixton-place, and, in case any such build- 
ings or erections should be built contrary to the true intent and meaning 
of the Act, it should be lawful for any person or persons who should be 
injured or affected thereby to remove or abate the same, or otherwise to 
proceed against the person or persons so offending in like manner as in 
cases of nuisance. After the passing of the Act the strip of waste land 
was, under a gy contained in the Act, sold, by the commissioners 
a by the Act, in plots to the owners of the houses in Brixton- 
place respectively. The defendant was the occupier of a house in Brixton- 
terrace and a small plot of land, originally part of the strip of waste, which 
had been used as a garden or forecourt. The defendant’s house and 
garden had been, in 1865, taken by a railway company under their 
statutory powers for the purposes of their undertaking, and had been, in 
1868, sold by the company, as superfluous land, to the defendant’s lessor. 
The defendant had commenced building on his garden, and the plaintiff, 
the occupier of another house in Brixton-terrace, sought to restrain him 
from so doing. The question was whether the restriction on building, 
which was removed, so far as the railway itself was concerned, by the 
railway company’s private Act, revived on its turning out that the land 
was not required for the pu s of the railway, and was sold as surplus 
land. Prarson, J., held that the prohibition remained in force as to the 
superfluous land. He said that the question was whether the land, when 
sold by the railway company, was in the same position with regard to the 
restriction asif it had not been taken by them, or whether the inter- 
mediate purchase by the company had freed the land from the restriction ? 
Tn his lordship’s opinion, a purchase of land by a railway company was a 
very different thing from an ordinary purchase in fee simple. The com- 
pany could use the land only for the purposes of the railway, and they 
could not give to any one else the right to use it for any other purpose. 
When the company did not require the land for the purposes of their 
undertaking, and sold it as superfluous land, it fell again under the 
restrictions to which it was subject to previously to its being taken by the 
epee and the purchaser from the company acquired no higher right 
than if he jad bought from any prior owner. The injunction must be 
granted.—Counsrt, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and J. F. Hole Bethell ; Cookson, 
Q.C., and Seward Brice. Soxscrrons, Horne ¢ Birkett; T. Cray. 





Venpor ANp Purcnassrn—Lone Tera or Yrars—Powrr ro ENLARGE 
into Fee Siurie—*' Rent waving No Monsy Varur’’—Oonveyvancine Act, 
1881, 5, 65,—In a case of Jn re Chapman and Hobbs, before Pearson, J., on 
the 14th ul., a question arose on the construction of section 65 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, which provides that ‘‘ where a residue unexpired 
of not leas than 200 years of a term which, as created, was for 
not less than 300 years, is subsisting in land , . , without any rent, or 
with merely a peppercorn rent, orother rent havingnomoney value, incident 
to the reversion, then the term may be ent nto a fee simple,” in the | 
manner therein mentioned, ty Viator alios) “any person eficially 
entitled in right of the term.’’ In the present case, there was a term of 
500 years in land, created in 1647, from Michaelmas, 1646, at the yearly 





rent of ‘one silver penny, if demanded."’ The beneficial owner of the 
term in 1884 contracted to sell the property: und agreed that she would, 
in pursyanoe of the power given to her by the Act, on or before completion, 


ees Seer Se ae eS ee 
afterwards took the statutory on 
the ground that the rent had a value. f xeon J. ee 
form of the reservation showed, in opinion, that the rent was con- 
sidered as of no money value, but that it was intended to be reserved only 
that it might Laker genera eget me mr tebe oy bee pecrer a 
tenancy. The fact that silver pen had now vanished out of the 
coinage of the realm confirmed him in this view. He thought the case 
was within the spirit of the Act, and that he should be adhering in 
if he were to hold that the section did not apply. He thought the rent 
had not originally any money value. The vendor, 
enlarge the term into a fee.—Covnset, Mulligan; Gent. Soxscrrors, W. 
Osborne Jones ; Layton, Son, §& Lendon. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
Hien Court oF JUSTICE. 
(Before Grove and DENMAN, JJ.) 
June 2.—Jn re Ebor R. James, an Articled Clerk. 


This was an application by an articled clerk against the Incor- 
porated Law Society, by whom had been refused to him 
to go up for the intermediate ion on the 18th inst. The applican 
had served a ten years’ clerkship under section 4 of the Solicitors Act, 
1860 (23 & 24 Vict. c. 127), and had passed one year and a half under his 
articles. The ohjection sees ter Ss een Law Society was that 
his ten years’ service had been when he was only thirteen years of 
age, and too young to have been fide engaged in the business of a 
solicitor’s office. 

Etherington Smith, for the applicant. 

Arthur Charles, oc = = oT Tw etyecllon thet th of the 
Incorporated Law A e preli obj 
had no jurisdiction im the matter, as the decision of the society 
final, and the exercise of their discretion on the point was not open to 
review. 

The following judgments were delivered :— 

Grove, J.—I tot of opinion that this application . 
and the broad ground upon which I found my judgment is that this is 
really an application by way of appeal, and Mr. 
not yatisfied me that we have any jurisdiction as a court of appeal— 
indeed, he hardly argued it. He has assumed some power in a court of 
two judges of the Queen’s Bench sitting as a divisional court to redress 
grievances. He seems to think this case is a hard one. 
not. The case of a young man who is 
examination, and, when he applies to be allowed to 
intermediate examination, is then : 
age, may be a hard case, but the court does not sit to seo oy 
hard cases. We must be satisfied we have jurisdiction in the 5 
I am not satisfied that we have ; indeed, I may go further, and may say J 
am satisfied we have ney ees Pe i ciltties Vs wad pre 
persons exercising a statu or a 5 
guilty of improper conduct, and, in using the word “improper,” I do 
not mean base, criminal, or malicious conduct, but conduct which is 
injudicious, and fairly comes under the meaning of the word “im- 
proper.” ‘That is not the nature of this application ; if it had been, it 
would not have come into this court, but into court No. 2. I 
to say we have not the power, merely because the courts have 
themselves to hear certain cases, to grant & mandamus. Bat we 
ee A, ig te a not only is 

ut Mr. erington Smith actually disclaims 
Law Society in this matter. The only ground upon which Mi be 
Smith founded his ent—and he argued it very Ingeniously—is 
the only reason given by the Law Society to this candidate is that, at the 
ene 3 teen clerkship, he was too young. boo My oa 
they have laid down a rule that thirteen years may are: J 
that no person under fourteen 
into i articles, All they vay 1 

to articles. ey say 
years is too young. T do aot say, and it would Tequite & geod deal of 
argument to convince me that, if their 
a rule that in no case should a person commence his clerkship the 
ogo ot fourteen yours, Chey weal have B0 poust \ Tua Tt may be 
that those in whom the jurisdiction is now vested may find a practice has 
obtained of solicitors 
they choose to forward, cl 
them to win a step in the race, and 
at a much earlier age than that 
solicitors. I do not the La’ 
down a hand and fast rule against that. a 
that in this case. They have not said, “‘ We will not 
who has entered into his clerkship under a certain 
they have only said they do so in this case, Tam 
discretion to act upon such @ reason, 
which is before us, and, eS De or not, at 
is no appeal to us an exercise 

Now, the history of the matter is shortly 
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year 1843, the jv 
be admitted as solicitors, and they could do that by themselves or 
nominating other vo examninn the partins. Man rt 


persons 
the practice was to nominate other persons—cither the master of some- 
body else——to make the examination, but that, of course, alwars reserved 
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to the judges the power of adopting the recommendation or report of their 
nominees ; or, if they had reason to be dissatisfied with it, of reject- 
ing i , or of sending him back for further examination to the 
nominees, or of examining him themselves, and passing him if they thought 
fit, the nominees being to assist them and recommending either the 
admission or rejection of the particular candidate. In 1877 an Act of 
Parliament was passed, and by that the Law Society were put in the 
place of the judges, and, in actual terms, it is recited :—‘‘ Whereas, 
under or by virtue of the enactments of the Act of the 6th and 7th years of 
the reign of her present Majesty, chapter 73, and of the Act of the 23rd 
and 24th years of the same reign, chapter 127, and of the Supreme Court 
of Judicature Acts, 1873 and 1875, relating to the admission of persons as 
solicitors of the Supreme Court, and of regulations made under the 
authority of those enactments, persons applying to be admitted as 
solicitors of the Supreme Court of Judicature in England are (with certain 
i required to pass examinations known respectively as the 

, the intermediate, and the final examination: And whereas, 

under the above-mentioned enactments, the power of making regulations 
for the conduct of the said examinations, and of appointing examiners, is 
vested in certain judges of her Majesty’s High Court of Justice: And 
whereas it is expedient that such powers, subject as hereinafter mentioned, 
be vested in the Incorporated Law Society, and that other amendments 
be made in the law relating to solicitors of the Supreme Court: Be it, 
therefore, ” ‘By that it is not denied, as I understand, that the 
yes of er was transferred from the judges to the Incorporated 
w Society, and they have power, amongst other things, to make regula- 
tions as “‘to any other matter or thing as to which the society think it 
expedient to make regulations for the purpose of carrying this section into 
execution,”’ which is the section referring to examination. Then, ‘‘ Any 
regulation made under the authority of this section may be altered or 
revoked by a subsequent regulation, and copies of all regulations made 
under the authority of this section shall be transmitted to the Presidents of 
the Queen’s Bench Division, the Common Pleas Division, and the 
Exchequer Division of the High Court of Justice, and to the Master of the 
; and, if, within twenty-eight days after, a copy of any regulation 
been so transmitted, any two of those judges (the Master of the Rolls 
ing one) signify by writing under their hands, addressed to the pre- 
or the vice-president, or secretary of the society, their dissent from 
regulation or any part thereof, the same shall be of no force or 
; and if, after any such regulation or any thereof 
has come into force, any two of those judges (the Master of 
the Rolls being one) shall signify in manner aforesaid their 
dissent from such regulation, or any part thereof, the same shall, at the 
expiration of two months, cease to be of any force or effect.’”? Therefore, 
, in a case similar to this, the Law Society made a regulation 

that no person under the age of fourteen when he entered upon his clerk- 
ship should be examined at the expiration of the ten years, or so soon 
i i examination comes, that might be proper to 
submit to the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division or the Master of the 
read in section 6 of the Act of 1877. Then there is also 

another power which I think Mr. Etherington Smith was right in his 
construction of—viz., that “any person who has been refused his certifi- 
ground of the nature or difficulty of the questions put 
to him by the examiners, or on any other ground whatsoever, shall be at 
onth next after such refusal, to appeal by petition in 

writing to the Master of the Rolls against such refusal, such petition to 
in such manner, and subject to such re ions, as the 

the Rolls may from time to time direct’’—does refer to the 
certificate where a person has been refused a certificate after 
an examination. I do not feel quite sure of that, but I 
upon that, my opinion would be in favour of that ; 
refusal of a certificate, and not toa refusal to allow a 
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person to be examined. There you are guarded against any improper 
eee ae ee ie of a certificate, but nothing is said in this 
Act, or in any Act, as to the Queen’s Bench Division being a 
general court of appeal from the decision of the Law Society. Therefore, 
the only jurisdiction of this court is 2 jurisdiction by way of mandamus, 
and not 4 jurisdiction Paps of appeal, and the only order which has 
been made in 2 case of sort is as far back as the 25th of November, 
1872, in which the examiners appointed by the courts for the purpose of 
examining the articled clerk were called upon to show cause why they 
should not examine the said A. B. to be admitted as an attorney. The 
judges at that time were the real examiners, or the appointees or the 
nominees were the examiners, and, therefore, they were acting in their 
ee een & aiting &, and directing the attorney to be 
admitiel, notwithstanding the refusal of the master or anybody else. 
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matter their power, and that same argument 
case which was cited by Mr. Charles, of In re Sherry, in 
one tne an copodiion to comente the Ganetion of the examiners 
the age. There, there being no jurisdiction in 

a matter rather for the purpose of ascertaining 
gurt, the judges remitted it for the opinion of the 
there they had the power themselves, as I read it, to dis- 
examiners altogether, not to overrule their discretion and 
them, but to deal with it themselves as being persons 
authority to deal with it. Therefore that case docs not apply now 
where the judges have nothing to do with it qué judges, and 
have no power to deal with it gud appeal, but only as & mandamus. 
be euffichent reasoms why the Law Koclety thinks, in this par- 
. theage A thirteen is notenfficient, and, without laying downany 
fast rule, which | am far trom saying they cannot do, they have 
aah,  W « comsidier, in Chis case, the * of thirteen is not wufficlent.”’ 
lange majority A cases they might think the age of tdrteen is too 
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young ; but in some tional case they may think thirteen is enough. 
‘When I see the nature of the certificate, and the nature of the questions to 
be answered when the party applies, the nature of the services and the 
—— the ordinary duties of a junior clerk, the Law Society not only 

ave a right to gointo, but ought to go into all this—was this young man, 
when he entered upun his ten years’ service, capable of performing the duties 
of a junior clerk, because this ten years is the qualifying time—might not it 
be said, in many cases, a lad of thirteen is incapable of properly perform- 
ing those duties so as to gain that experience which is the object of the 
Act in making ten years the qualifying period? It is not contended they 
have done anything that is wrong, and, therefore, it is not a proper case 
for a mandamus. If it were, the court would have the power to interfere, 
Therefore, if rate Sed legally wrong, and it could be shown that the 
members of the Law Society had acted improperly, there would always be 
a remedy by mandamus. No such matter is suggested in this case. If 
such a matter had been suggested, the Incorporated Law Society would 
have had an ss of answering it, and, therefore, I think we have 
reason to t Mr. Etherington’s Smith’s disclaimer of anything wrong 
being done. Under these circumstances I think we have no discretion, 
and we have no power to act as a court of appeal, and, therefore, this 
application must be refused. 

ENMAN, J.—I am of the same opinion. The application is made 
under section 4 of 23 & 24 Vict. c. 127 substantially, and that provides, 
‘* Any person who, either before or after the passing of this Act, shall, for 
the term of ten years, have been a bond fide clerk to an attorney, solicitor, 
or proctor, or attorneys, solicitors, or proctors, and during that term shall 
have been bond fide in the transaction and performance, under the 
direction and superintendence of such attorney, solicitor, or proctor, or 
attorneys, solicitors, and proctors, of such matters of business as are 
usually transacted and performed by attorneys, solicitors, and proctors, 
and who shall produce to the examiners satisfactory evidence that he has 
faithfully, honestly, and diligently served as such clerk, and who, after 
the expiration of the said term of ten years, has been bound by, and has duly 
served under, articles of clerkship to a practising attorney, solicitor, or 
proctor for the term of three years, andhas been examined and sworn in 
manner directed by the first hereinbefore-mentioned Act, and by this 
Act, may be admitted.” 

Now, what is complained of in this case is this, that the applicant has 
been refused examination, because in some answers that he sent to ques- 
tions put, intending to see whether he could come under section 4, he has 
stated that the ten years’ service which he relied upon as bond fide service 
as a clerk began at the early age of thirteen, and Mr. Etherington Smith, for 
the applicant, says that that is a mode of dealing with him which gives 
him « right to say, ‘‘ You are bound to examine me, and you are bound 
to go further than you have gone, and you are bound to see whether, 
notwithstanding I was only of that early at the time I commenced my 
ten years’ bond fide service, I am not well qualified to be a solicitor.’’ 
Now, there are only two ways in which any such claim can be put. It 
must either be put as an appeal against the decision of the examiners, or 
it must be put as a case for a mandamus, or a rule in the nature of a 
mandamus, on the ground that the examiners have not exercised their 
jurisdiction, and have declined to exercise their jurisdiction. I think 
on neither ground can this application be supported. First, I will 
take it as an Seaton by way of an ap It is familiar law 
that no appeal is given against the decision of any judicial body, of 
any body constituted by Parliament, or by the common law, having 
authority to sit judicially, unless a statute gives a right of appeal. Every 
appeal is the creation of a statute. In the present case I can find nothing 
whatever in any of the existing statutes giving this court, sitting here as a 
divisional court, power to overrule the decision of the examiners upon 
any matter within their jurisdiction, except one power, which may or 
may not apply to this case. I am not altogether clear that 
it does not apply in this case, although I agree with my 
brother Grove, and with the contention of Mr. Etherington Smith, 
that the words seem rather to point to a different case from the 
present case ; but the only power by way of appeal that one finds given to 
anyone is an express power given to the Master of the Rolls after a 
decision of the examiners. If this be a matter in which an appeal lies at 
all, I should say it must be under section 9 in the absence of any other 
section, and that certainly there is no power on Then supposing this 
be not in the nature of an appeal, it must be in the nature of & mandamus 
or a rule for a mandamus, and I think that no such mandamus and no such 
rule could here be granted by the court; but there is no declining to 
exercise jurisdiction. Whether there is a declining to exercise jurisdiction 
or not depends upon whether it is or is not within the jurisdiction of the 
examiners to tell any candidate who informs them at starting that his ten 
years of service —_ at the early age of thirteen years, that he is putting 
forward a case which, in their honest judgment as examiners, prevents him 
from being within the enactment upon which he desires to be allowed to 

his examination, and ultimately to become a solicitor. In my 
tenet that depends again upon hether it is a reasonable thing for 
those examiners to tell any man, “ Inasmuch as you were a mere boy, « 
vv A of thirteen, at the time at which you began your thirteen years, we 
think that is not within the real meaning of the Act of Parliament,’’ and 
jeer J pola oy the rea) ne of Act of Parliament ¢ a again 
: a the proper ing of the words of the Act of Parliament 
huuedoen, When you come to look back at the words of the Act of Parlia- 
ment, it seems to me that to hold that a lad of thirteen cannot be bond fide 
engaged in the transaction and performance of such matters of business as 
are usually transacted and performed by attorneys, solicitors, and 
patent at the age of thirteen, is not Wi any means an unreasonable 
olding or view, and that it might be within the powers of the examiners 
to way something of this kind, ‘’ Here we are every month, or every quarter, 
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whenever the examinations are held, being inundated with a great 
number of young men who come and tell us, ‘I go in for examination 
upon a ten years’ service, which began when I was only ’” and 
when, according to their experience, they might know that that really 
meant they were messen; or errand boys in the office for a 
considerable time, or kept there copying in order to keep 
them out of mischief. I do not at say it might not be 
a reasonable thing for the examiners to lay down such a_ rule 
und say, ‘‘ We will never examine persons who do not tell us 
that they nm at least at the of fourteen.”” But here it is not 
» ecessary to hold anything of the kind. It seems to me the examiners 
would have power to alter their decision about matters of that sort. Sup- 
posing they found the profession was being flooded with a great deal too 
many candidates for the public interest in consequence of laxity in that 
respect, it appears to me they would have a right to alter their rule, 
from time to time, varying it from time to time; and, again, I think 
they would on any given occasion have a right to say to any young man 
who came to them: ‘‘ You telling us you begin to date ot peo of 
service from the age of thirteen, we say thatistoo young. We will not put 
you to the annoyance of an examination in many other matters of 
learning, and so forth, because we think that of itself shows you are 
coming here prematurely.’’ That is all that has been done in this case. 
It has been suggested that more has been done. If more has been done 
it does not ap in such a way that we can take notice of it, nordo I 
think, after what Mr. Charles has said, there is anything which would at 
all justify the examiners, supposing this young man were to come again 
at the end of a year, in telling him, ‘‘ Because we rejected you last time 
you are not entitled to come again this time, and we will cause you 
another year’s delay, merely because we caused you a year’s delay on the 
former occasion.’’ If at that time their view is that fourteen, for instance, 
is not an unreasonable age, they will have a perfect right to examine him ; 
and Iam certain they will, after what has occurred on this occasion. 
But it does appear to me that when the contention is, ‘‘I have a right to 
be examined in respect of a service, doing such matters of business as are 
usually performed by solicitors and proctors in respect of a period, one 
year of which I was between thirteen and fourteen,’’ that it was not an 
unreasonable thing to say: ‘‘ We will not trouble you further; we will 
not examine you at present, because you were too young when you began, 
and that kind of service is service of which we should not take notice.’ 
It appears to me, it would be very mischievous if we interfered with 
the discretion of the examiners, whc know very much more about such 
matters than men who have been brought up as barristers do; who know 
very much more of the requirements of the profession, and how far the 
age of thirteen is a valuable thing to take into consideration when judging 
of the experience required for the business of a solicitor. I think this 
was a point well within the discretion of the examiners, and that they, 
having decided it, have not declined jurisdiction, but have given a decision 
which is, at all events for the present p , binding, and whether open 
to an appeal to the Master of the Rolls or not, as to which I say nothing, 
it is not open to the applicant to apply for a mandamus, or for a rule for 
a mandamus, or to appeal to this court to decide the matter. 





Costs—Taxation—Country Svuricrror anp Lonpon Acsnt.—On the 
2nd inst., the Court of Appeal, No. 2 (Corron, Linpiey, and Fry, L.JJ.), 
affirmed the decision of Pearson, J., in the case of In re Nelson (ante, 
p. 421). Messrs. Nelson, Son, & Hastings, solicitors in London, acted 
from 1877 to 1884 as London agents to Mr. Charles Norton, a solicitor at 
Swansea, and, as such, conducted on his behalf the proceedings in various 
actions in which he was, during that period, engaged. The mcy was 
terminated in 1884. It was the practice of Nelson & Co. to deliver from 
time to time to Norton a cash account for each year, which showed, on 
the one side, all sums of money received by them from him, or on his 
account, in the different matters in which they had acted for him, and, 
on the other side, the payments which they had made to him, or on his 
account, in those matters, and also (in lu mp sums) the amounts of the 
agency costs which they claimed mst him in those matters respec- 
tively. In each matter a detailed bill of the costs was separately 
delivered. The balance on the cash account was always carried over to 
the account of the next year, and on each occasion the balance was 
against Norton. He made no application for the taxation of the bills of 
costs until after the determination of the agency, and he then took out 
a summons for the taxation of all the bills of costs of Nelson, Son, & 
Hastings from 1877 to 1884 inclusive. In some of the matters the costs 
had been taxed as between the solicitor and the original chent, 
and items had been disallowed which Nelson & Co. had claimed 


against Norton. In one action, the proceedings in which had 
been going on during the whole period, the costs had not 
et been Anal taxed as between the solicitor and the client. 


elson & Co. admitted that the bills which had been delivered within 
twelve months must be taxed, but contended that the others were not 
liable to taxation, and that they had, in fact, been settled in account. 
Norton alleged that there never had been any settlement of accounts, but 
that there had always remained a running unsettled account, and that all 
the bills formed, in effect, one bill. reson, J., adopted the view of 
Nelson & Co., and held that only the bills delivered within twelve months 
wore liable to taxation. On the appeal, Norton limited his application to 
the costs of the action, the proceedings in which had been going on during 
the whole period of the agency. ‘The Court of Appeal the same view 
as Pearson, J. Corron, L.J,, said that it would be wrong to hold that the 
separate bills togotherconatituted only one bill, The agents sentin their bills 
yearly, and they appeared to be separate bills, It had not been contended 
separate actions could not have been brought upon them by the 





agents, but it was that the country solicitor had the option to 
treat the bills as one bill. It would be very strange if, years after the first 
bill had been delivered, taxation could be obtained within twelve months 
after the delivery of the last bill. The decision of Jessel, M-R., in In re 
Hall and Barker (L. R. 9 Ch. D. 538, 22 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, ), Was 
against the appellant. It was said that the relation of principal and 
agent constituted ‘‘ special circumstances” justifying taxation. 
were so there would be special circumstances in every case of taxation. 
Linpxzy, L.J., and Fry, L.J., concurred.—Covunsgx, Levett ; Cozens-Hardy, 
Q.C., and R. Wallace. Soxrcrrors, Ellis, Munday, § Bartrum ; Nelson § Son. 


Costs—TaxaTion—RetatnEr, Vatiprry or.—In the case of In re Hill, a 
solicitor, which came before Kay, J., on the 3rd inst., a question arose as 
to the validity of a retainer. This was an application by Jane Blow, to 
have a summons taken out in this matter, of the 12th of December—being a 
summons for the taxation of the costs of Messrs. Head & Hill in the 
administration of the estate of Elizabeth Robey —taken off the file, 
and dismi with costs, and that all proceedings thereunder might be 
annulled on the ground that such summons was taken out without the 
authority of the applicant. The summons of the 12th of December was 
taken out by H. R Hooper, on behalf of Mrs. Blow, in pursuance of a 
retainer, signed with her mark, on the 25th of November, 1884, which was 
headed, In the matter of the estate of Elizabeth Robey; administrator, 
Robert Tharle, and was to the following effect:—‘“‘I, the w % 
hereby retain H. R. Hooper as my solicitor in and about this matter, and 


hands of Messrs. Head & Hill, of Se London, retained by 
them as costs in this matter, as he may deem i 
behalf of the applicant, that this retainer did not authorize Mr. Hooper 
to take out a summons for taxation, as it was not sufficiently it: 
Wrayv. Kemp(32 W. R. 334, L. R. 26 Ch. D. 169), Atkinson v. Abbott (3 I q 
251); and also that it was obtained against the desire of the applicant, 
and without being understood by her. The facts of the case appear from 
the judgment. Kav, J., said that this was a case of poor people marks- 
men, who were entitled, as next of kin of Elizabeth Robey, to over £1,100. 
It appeared that Messrs. Head & Hill had discovered something about this 
fund, and that they brought the matter to Robert Tharle, who would prob- 
ably be entitled as one of the next of kin. They suggested an administration 
for the distribution ofthis fund which was in court. Accordingly they 
obtained from this before they took out any a 
document, dated the 6th of March, 1884, whereby Robert Tharie, the pro- 
posed administrator of Elizabeth Robey, on behalf of himself, and 
on behalf of, and with the authority of, all and singular the next of 
undertook to pay all the costs, charges, and of Messrs. Hi 
Hill incurred in discovering the existence of the fund in court, 
ascertaining the titles of the several next of kin thereto, and au ; 
them to take all necessary proceedings for obtaining payment cf the said 
fund. The document went on to state that Tharle was 
aware that such expenses were very considerable, as, to his own : 
knowledge and the knowledge of the other beneficiaries, extensive 
searches had been made and considerable out-of-pocket expenses had 
been incurred, and must have been incurred, in ing out the respective 
titles, ond Oe) Senet nen eee eee : ition to the bee 
costs of the application for t out of court. It was perfectly 
See ann Seen Tanke Cel un exihatity bun ol Go next of kin, and 
gat Gane ee eee oe ee See him to sign that document. 
en there was an administration, and in September, 188 
from Tharle a further document, whieh cine progevied to Secures > 
the authority of all the next of kin, whereby he acknow the net 
amount to be paid to him and the other beneficaaries to be £t d 
and that the gross amount receivable by Messrs. Head & Hill, exclusive 
of their taxed costs of payment out, was £512 16s. Sd., and on the same 
day he signed a receipt for the £607 13s. 4d. That was all he wasto 
receive out of £1,100. The evidence as to what afterwards happened 
was conflicting, but the story which his believed was as follows :— 
Upon a certain amount being distributed, le was pressed to have the 
matter investigated, and Mr. Hooper, who was instructed by some of the 
other beneficiaries, saw Tharle, and explained to him that he had no right 
to allow Messrs. Head & Hill to retain the amount which they had 
retained; that he was bound to administer ee ees ae 
beneficiaries, oben aes SS and that it 1 
better that some other ciary should proceedings against 
Tharle then uaded his sister, gen also —e t 
write, to instruct him for the purpose. i ooper went to see 
Mrs. Blow, and told her that it would be necessary to take proceedings 
against Hill, and that such proceedings would be by way of taxation of 
costs, and obtained from her a retainer for that purpose. It was amgued 
that that retainer was not sufficient to justify H in taking 
ings to have Messrs. Head & Hill's bill of costs taxed. But that 
coupled with Hooper's evidence that the recovery of the 
pro retained was to be by ings taken against Messrs 
Hill, and that the taxation of costs was the particular 
contemplated, was, in his lordship’s view, sufficient, | 
Mrs. Blow would understand ing adout taxation of 
would follow from that ment that the retainer would 
sufficient, even if it had mentioned the proposed taxat 
Hie lordship believed that the retainer was given dell 
was understood Mrs, Blow, and he entirely disdeliered 
which were evidently drawn by the same hand, and were 
drawn by her, and were put in by Messrs, Head € HA, the same 
whose bill was to be taxed, In December, 1884, the commen onter 
taxation was consented to, the taxation was began and proceeded 
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and then, on the 17th or 18th of March, Messrs. Head & Hill gotinto com- 
munication with Mrs. Blow, and on her behalf had an affidavit drawn and 
filed, which they got her to sign, saying that she never gave any 
authority to Hooper, and that she believed him to be an agent of her 
solicitors, Messrs. Head & Hill. But it did not appear that Messrs. Head 
& Hill had ever acted as her solicitors, or even knew of her existence. 
It was not wonderful that these gentlemen should take proceed- 
ings to have the taxation annulled, as the result of the certificate 
was that Messrs. Head & Hill’s bill of costs, which amounted to 
£516 10s. 10d., was taxed at £126 9s. 3d., that they had received £1,199 4s., 
and had paid £718 1s. 3d., which, added to £126 9s. 3d., amounted to 
£844 10s. 6d., and that they had consequently been overpaid £354 14s. 6d. 
His lordship dismissed the summons, with costs.—CounseEt, Robinson, Q.C., 
and Oswald ; Chadwyck Healey. Soutcrrors, Head § Hill; Sole, Turner, § 
Knight. 








SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the hall of 
the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, on Thursday the 4th 
inst., the following being present—viz., Mr. Boodle (chairman), and Messrs. 
Clabon, Collisson, Finch, Hedger, Lucas, Smith, Styan, Whitehead, 
Williamson, and A. B. Carpenter (secretary)—grants amounting to 
£1,210 were made, and the ordinary general business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INNS OF COURT. 


At a general examination of students of the Inns of Court, held at 
Lincoln’s-inn-hall, between the 14th and the 22nd of May, the Council of 
i Education awarded to Herbert James Hay Mackay, Middle Temple, 

James Stuart Seaton, Middle Temple, studentships in Jurisprudence 
and Roman Law of 100 guineas, to continue for a veriod of two years; 
and to Byomkes Chakravari, Lincoln’s-inn, and Peter Yeames Gowlland, 
Inner Temple, studentships in Jurisprudence and Roman Law of 100 
guineas, for one year. 

The council have also awarded to Sidney James Webb, Gray’s-inn, the 
Barstow Law Scholarship. 

The council also awarded to the following students certificates that 
they have satisfactorily passed a public examination :—William a’ 
Beckett-Turner, Lincoln’s-inn; Sir Charles Elphinstone Adam, Inner 
Temple; Edmund Archibald Armstrong, Inner Temple; Ernest Sidney 
Berrie Biddell, Lincoln’s-inn; George Albert Bonner, Inner Temple; 
Walter Griffith Boynton, Lincoln’s-inn; William Henry Brereton, 
Middle Temple; Philip Bridges, Inner Temple; Thomas Lansdown 
Browne, Inner Temple; Charles Edward Byrom, Middle Temple ; Wood- 
thorpe Johnson Clarke, Inner Temple; Frederick Edward Cole, Middle 
Temple : a Craven, Middle Temple ; Robert Sumner Curling, Inner 
Temple: F ic Astley Darbishire, Inner Temple; Frederick Lewis 
Davis, Inner Temple; Leslie De Gruyther, Middle Temple; Joseph 
Denham-Smitb, Inner Temple; Francis Dent, Inner Temple; George 
Harris Devonshiré, Lincoln’s-inn: Arthur Edmond Du Buisson, Inner 
Temple; Dudley Edward Coutts Falcke, Inner Temple; Arthur George 
Ferard, Lincoln’s-inn; Ferdinand Leopold Maxmilian Percy Firminger, 
Gray's-inn ; Frank William Fisher, Inner Temple; Philip Henry 
Fothergill, Lincoln’s-inn; Robinson Fooks Gibson, Middle Temple; 
Charles Henry Glascodine, es Archibald Grant, Middle Temple ; 
sames Gray, Inner be wd. Charles Gross, Middle Temple ; John Ham- 
mond, Lincoln’s-inn; Charles Henry Harris, Gray’s-inn; Percy Hughes 
Hewitt, Middle Temple; Francis Thomas Hewson, Middle Temple; 
Egerton Francis Hodge, Inner Temple; Francis Buller Howell, Inner 
Temple; George Smith Eugene Humphreys, Inner Temple; Jehangeer 
Donabhoy Pramjee, Lincoln’s-inn ; Neville Paul Jodrell, Inner Temple ; 
Arthur Keen, Inner Temple ; Hamid Ali Khan, Middle Temple ; 
Walter Robert Kinipple, Middle Temple; Hon. Edward Knatchbull- 
Hugessen, Inner Temple; Alfred George Lascelles, Inner Temple; 
Theophilus Basil Percy Levett, Inner Temple; Henry Loveridge, Inner 
Temple; Charles Verno Magniac, Inner Temple; Albert Joseph Laborde 
Maingot, Middle Temple; George Frederic Marwood, Inner Temple; 
John Charles Medd, Inner Temple; Arthur Hilton Molesworth, Inner 
Temple; Percy Alport Molteno, Inner Temple; Syud Mahomed Nabi- 
U Middle ees Wellwood Maxwell Lambert Needham, Middle 
a Robert Niven, Lincoln’s-inn; Kdward Nundy, Inner Temple ; 
wt George Pearce, Inner Temple; George William Place, Middle 
Temple; Emmanuel Ellictt Pollard, Gray’s-inn ; Dudley David Pontifex, 
Inner Temple; Thomas Crisp Poole, Middle Temple; William Erskine 
Keid, Lincoin’s-inn ; Alfred Richard Cornelius Richings, Inner Temple ; 
Lobert Whitfield uy Middle Temple; Arthur Lionel Scott, Lincoln’s- 
16m; Thomas Stafford Sidney, M Temple; Sydney Talbot Smith, 
Midile Foumie: William George Stack, Gray’s-inn; Thomas English 
Stephens, le Temple; Mill Stephenson, Middle Temple; Archibald 
——— Stewart, Middle Temple; Alexander Stuart, fons Temple ; 

Sutton, Middle'Temple; Charles Sweet, Lincoln’s-inn; Frederick 





Temple; Henry Turner Waddy, Inner Temple; John Philip Fairbairn 
Watermeyer, Middle Temple; Sidney James Webb, Gray’s-inn; William 
Whately, Inner Temple; Henry Charles Wilder, Inner Temple ; Benjamin 
Gregory Wilkinson, Middle Temple ; Reginald Cooper Willis, Gray’s-inn ; 
James Bargrave Wilson Wyborn, Lincoln’s-inn ; George Arthur Wood, 
Middle Temple; Eric Blackwood Wright, Middle Temple; and Edwin 
Percy Wynne, Inner Temple. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination in 
Roman Law:—Edmund Ernest Nott Bower, Middle Temple; 
Clement David Clarke, Inner Temple; Cyril Stephen Cobb, Middle 
Temple; Hon. Reginald Colborne, Middle Temple; Henry Craik 
Middle Temple; Aubon George Fife, Middle Temple; James 
Gault, Middle Temple; Thomas Winter Gibson, Lincoln’s-inn ; James 
Charles Gordon, Gray’s-inn; William Pritchard Gordon, Inner 
Temple; Alexander Graham, Lincoln’s-inn; William Sheldon Hadley, 
Inner Temple; Clarence Adolphus Hamlyn, Middle Temple; Louis 
Johannes Jacobsz, Inner Temple; Austin Fleming Jenkin, Inner Temple ; 
Matthew Joseph Kenny, Gray’s-inn; Harry gdon, Middle Temple ; 
Frederic George Langdon, Middle Temple; William John Lewin, Inner 
Fe ee Frederick Louis Lucas, Inner Temple ; Luke Livin m Macassey, 
Middle Temple; John William M’ Carthy, Gray’s-inn ; Roderick Macdonald, 
Middle Temple; Hugh M’Lachlan, Inner Temple; Ernest Wynne 
Martelli, Lincoln’s-inn; John Frobisher Mills, Lincoln’s-inn; William 
Ernest Montgomery, Inner Temple; Albert de Clanay Rennick, Inner 
Temple; George Cecil Russell, Lincoln’s-inn ; Paul Strickland, Lincoln’s- 
inn; Edward Talbot, Lincoln’s-inn; James Todd, Middle Temple ; 
Charles Simkin Turner, Inner Temple; Edward Joseph Vaughan, Inner 
Temple; William John Ellis Warry, Inner Temple; Richard Watson, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Herbert John Whittle, Inner Temple; John Wilkins, 
Middle Temple; and Robert Vaughan Wynne, Gray’s-inn. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. JOHN BEECHING STEPHENS. 

Mr. John Beeching Stephens, solicitor, died at Maidstone on the 26th 
ult. Mr. Stephens was born in 1830. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1853, and he had practised for about thirty years at Maidstone. He was 
a perpetual commissioner for the county of Kent, and he had a large 
private business. He was solicitor to the Maidstone and Ashford Railway 
Company, and in 1864 he was elected coroner for the borough of Maid- 
stone, which office he held until his death. Mr. Stephens was for many 
years churchwarden of Trinity Church. He leaves a widow and three 
children. He was buried at the Maidstone Cemetery on the 30th ult. 


MR. RICHARD LEE MAYHEW. 

Mr. Richard Lee Mayhew, solicitor, of Saxmundham and Aldborough, 
died at his residence at the former place on the 25th ult. from inflamma- 
tion of the lungs, after a short illness. Mr. Mayhew was born in 1822. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1843, and he had practised for mary years 
at Saxmundham and Aldborough, and he held some important appoint- 
ments. He was registrar of the Saxmundham County Court (Circuit No. 
33), clerk to the commissioners of sewers for Minsmere Level, town clerk 
of Dunwich, and clerk to the borough magistrates. He was also for 
several years Conservative registration agent for the Saxmundham district. 
He was a perpetual commissioner for the county of Suffolk. Mr. Mayhew 
formerly held a commission as captain in the City of London Militia. He 
leaves a widow, two sons, and three daughters. He was buried at Sax- 
mundham on the 29th ult. 


MR. JAMES FALCONAR, 

Mr. James Falconar, solicitor, late of Doncaster, died at Warmsworth, 
Yorkshire, on the 22nd ult., aged eighty-nine. Mr. Falconar, who was 
almost the oldest member of the legal profession in Yorkshire, was born in 
1796. He was admitted a solicitor about the year 1818, and for over sixty 
years he conducted a considerable practice at Doncaster. He was ap- 
pointed clerk to the Doncaster Board of Guardians on the first formation 
of the union, and he held that office for over forty-five years. Mr. 
Falconar was also superintendent re ar for the Doncaster district. 
He was the last surviving member of the old Doncaster er wo and 
he was for many Pons: a member of the Doncaster Select Vestry. Mr. 
Falconar was buried at Warmsworth on the 27th ult., the funeral being 
attended by a large number of friends. 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henny Wuire, solicitor (of the firm of Bailey & White), of 
Winchester, has been ee Clerk to the Hursley Board of Guardians, 
Assessment Committee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary 
Authority. Mr. White was admitted a solicitor in 1873. He is coroner 
for the Winchester Division of Hampshire and for the city of Winchester, 
and his partner, Mr. Welter Bailey, is town clerk and clerk of the peace 
at Winchester. Mr. White has been appointed Clerk to the Hursley 
Highway Board, 


Mr. Aurnvx Foun, solicitor (of the firm of Ford, Ranken, & Ford), of 4, 
South-square, Gray’s-inn, has appointed a Commissioner to administer 
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Theophilus Treeby, Inner Temple; Leonard Owen Howard Tripp, Inner 
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Mr. Arrsvr Cirrrorp Popmorg, solicitor (of the firm of Morgan & 
Clifford), of Stafford, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. James Curtis, solicitor, of 9, Old Jewry-chambers, and Bromley, 
has been appointed Honorary Solicitor to the French Hospital, in succes- 
sion to Mr. Henry Homewood Crawford, who has been appointed City 
solicitor. Mr. Curtis was admitted a solicitor in 1874. 


Mr. Anruony Swarvson Aten, solicitor, of Bromyard, has been 
appointed Joint i of the Bromyard County Court. (Circuit No. 23), 
in succession to Mr. uel Martin Beale, deceased. Mr. Allen was admitted 
a solicitor in 1877. 

Mr. Wit1u1am Cxartes Wess, barrister, has been appointed to act as a 
Presidency Magistrate at Bombay. Mr. Webb is the son of Mr. Nathaniel 
Webb. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1878. 


Mr. James Jounston Suaw, barrister, has been appointed Counsel to the 
Attorney-General for Ireland. 


Mr. AnprEew Topp, barrister, LL.D., has been appointed Prosecuting 
Crown Counsel for the County of Westmeath. Mr. Todd was called to the 
bar in Ireland in 1880. He is a member of the North-West Circuit. 


Mr. Dunzar Piunxetr Barron, barrister, has been appointed Professor 
of the Law of Personal Property, Pleading, Practice, and Evidence at the 
King’s Inns, Dublin. Mr. Barton was educated at Harrow and at Corpus 
Christi College, Oxford, and he was called to the bar in Ireland in 1880. 

Mr. Reaper Movrimyan Wuirrtett, solicitor (of the firm of North & 
Sons), of Leeds, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths 
in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, &c. 


Wittram Savnpers Sesricut Green and Cecm Barnermce Taytor 
(Sebright Green & Taylor), solicitors, Liverpool. May 8. The business 
will, in future, be carried on by the said Cecil Bainbridge Taylor. 

[Gazette, June 2.] 








LEGAL NEWS. 


The hoarding which enclosed the boundary of the land on which the 
Royal Courts of Justice stands has, as regards that part which abuts on 
Clement’s-inn, been removed, and the boundary is now marked by an 
iron railing fixed on a dwarf wall. 


The Albany Law Journal says that Mr. David Dudley Field recently 
gave an exhaustive exposition on ‘‘Iteration in Law.’’ He said that 
there were 860 superfluous words in every deed and 1,240 in 
mortgage, and that the people of the State pay every year 100,000dols. 
for the recording of superfluous words. A Conveyancing Act seems to be 
needed across the Atlantic. ° 


Ata banquet given by the Lord Mayor of London to the judges, the 
new United States Minister, Mr. Phelps, in returning thanks for the 
toast of his health, said: There is another reason why the American 
Minister—and ri raged when he is an American lawyer who has given 
the best years of his life to his profession—should be here to-night. We 
join with you in admiration of the judges of England who are your 

rincipal guests to-night. We claim them as brethren of our profession. 

n hundreds of courts and among thousands of lawyers in America who 
have never seen and never will see the English ju , their names are 
known and respected and their judgments are studied. While admin- 
istering British justice they are helping to make the law that exists from 
the Atlantic to the Pacific Sea—not because their judgments have direct 
authority with us, but because they are recognized and felt by bench and 
bar to be just and right. We had one of the most distinguished of their 
number in the United States a year ago. He came as the guest of the 
American Bar; he remained as the guest of the American people. I 
should be eat to see others of his learned brethren following his steps and 
travelling through what I may term the second jurisdiction of the British 
courts. The ge judiciary has done much for the freedom which is 
now enjoyed and much for the commerce of the country, and there never 
was a time, I believe, when it inspired more general confidence. An 
American jaige once remarked that two courses were open to a disappointed 
suitor in the United States. He might either appeal the case or go away 
and swear at the court. I do not think this second course is much in 
vogue in this country, In responding to the toast of ‘‘ Her Majesty's 
Judges,” Lord Justice Lindley remarked that a number of kind things 
had been said of the judges, and if these were all true her Majesty's 

udges must certainly be an incomparable body of men. They, however, 

ew their failings, though he would not detain the com by 
enumerating them at length. He could not help expressing his tude 
for the extremely kind expressions that fell from the lips of the American 
Minister. It was a source of great satisfaction to the judges that their 
judgments should be regarded with respect across the Atlantic as well as 
ere, and he trusted that as time went by they would be pee with 
still greater respect, for at last they had got rid of technicalities to an 
unprecedented extent. In each case they now attempted to get at the 
merits and to decide it upon grounds that would stand the test of reason 
and good sense. Le must that if they wanted sense there were 
no law books to which they could better turn than the American reports 


and text-books., On behalf of her Majesty's judges, British, Irish, and 








Colonial, for which he had been asked to he might that 
there was this bond of union between them were all achodted 
by a desire to do justice to everybody that came before them without 
fear, favour, or affection, and he hoped that would always be so. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. Any oon APPEAL COURT V. C. Bacon. Mr. Justice 





No. 2. Kay. 
Mon.,June § Mr. Beal Mr. Pugh Mr. Farrer Mr. Carringtor 
y 9 Leach Lavie King Jackson 
»  * eee King Pugh Farrer Carrington 
Thursday.. 11 Farrer Lavie King Jackson 
Friday ...... 12 Pemberton Farrer Carrington 
Sa y 13 ard Lavie King Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
CHITTY. Nort. PEARSON. 
Monday, June 8 Mr. Leach Mr. Ward Mr. Koe 
» Beal PR Clowes 
. 10 Leach Ward Koe 
11 Beal Pemberton Clowes 
12 Leach ard 
13 Beal Pemberton Clowes 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1885. 

Srxctat Notics.—It is probable that during the Summer Circuits Courts {I. 
and II. will both take Chancery Appeals, and during that time Queen’s Bench 
“Gecen's Bench Intecloauitcy Appeals tntoure f, ant Ghiney Inteistutery 

ueen 6 ’ 
.~Y usual, every Wi 


fees & See Se ee as : ~~ . the 
ittings. Bankra Appeals also, az usua, oe. art 
Apnocls from the Lancnater Palatine Court, which have been over in 


the General List, will be taken in Court II. on the first Thursday in June, July, 
and August. The next day will be Thursday, June 4. 

The Admiralty with Assessors) set dowa in November, ages, ant 
January, 1885 (Nos. 1 to € inclusive), are appointed to be taken in Coart I. on 
Monday, June 15th and following days. 

APPEALS FOR HEARING. 
(Set down to Saturday, May 23rd, inclusive.) 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, 

AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), 

AND THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 


For Judgment. 
In re Mary Emmeline Lofthouse, an infant (by her next friend) app of J Lord 
and anr Trustees from order of V C Bacon for payment to infant out of 
presumptive income (c a v April 30—present Lords Justices Cotton, Lindley 


and 
Pa) For Hearing. 
——— 
In re The Cornwall Minerals Ry Co & Co's Act 1867 (claim of New Quay and 
Cornwall Junction Ry Co) app of the New Quay &c Co from Mr Justice Kay 
dismissing claim Aug 1$ 


1884. 
In re W Jones, deod, Jones v Jones GS San ine epee Re 
and eoiAdal tants Ser tease to ammaeh aqaaiell ass Jaa 1 vind 

dec Mason v Cattley Ae aget ord of Mr Justice Fry 

dated Feb 14, 1883 by ord of Nov 12, 1 Feb 22 (S O till Crosse’s sam- 


Vint & Ux v Hadepith Viat & Ux v Hudspith & anr of pit from judgts 
Baron Pollock for Mr Justice Pearson ia both “KXprit 3 , 
his next Friend appof Infant by next 


Friend order J 
In re H International Marine Hydropathic liad vw Hawes and 
anr cho of dete from ra VC Bacoa fate inen 
In re Waite, dnod, Cornford ¥ Elliott app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice 
son on special case wy 4 
Fray v Jones app of pit refusal of Mr Justice Chitty Jaly 17 
In re Gorsuch, deod, Gorsuch vy Howden app of pit from jadgt of Mr Justice 


uly 28 
G juette of deft from of V C Bacon Jaly 30 
ftoraar v The Whiteckepel Board ot Werks appl of deft ~— 4 jadgt of VC 


In re R W Anderson's application to register a Trade Mark, No 26,335, and T M 
‘Acts 1873-76 appl of  W Andereon from refusal of Mr Justice Caley 


Aug 6 

In re Bir, deo Mellor vy Swire appl of Bdwia Storer from order of V C Bacon 
tn ro Lulbam, dee Brinton v Lulbam appl of pits from onder of Mr Justive 
been ~ deo Matthews v Matthews app of pit from judgt of V C 


Bacon A’ 
1a ve Haringten, dee Haletead v Cowen of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Kay op fur con and eummons to vary = Aug 
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In re The Norwich Equitable Fire Asece Co and Co’s Acts (Brasnett’s claim) 
appl of Chas Brasnett from judgt of VC Bacon Aug 9 

In re The Anglo-Indian and Colonial Industrial and Commercial Institution 1d 
and Co’s Acts ape of The Co from order of V C Bacon directing Co to be 


up Aug 12 
Bright v Campbell Sievier vCampbell app of deft Wm Betts from order of V C 
ug 1: 

) Emma Cleaver, petr, v Frederick Cleaver, respt app of respt from 
decree of Sir James Hannen in divorce made absolute Aug 12 

Lawson v Vacuum Brake Co id app of plt from refasal of V C Bacon to post- 
pone trial of action Aug 13 Lawson v Vacuum Brake Cold app of pit 

from judgt of VC Bacon Avgl13 (Security ordered Jan 12, 1885) 

The Colonial Bank v Whinney app of pit from judgt of V C Bacon Aug 18 

In re Ji » decd, Kinov Picard app of deft R J Jordan from order of Mr 
Justice Pearson Aug 20 

In re G Brown, decd, Brown v Brown app of defts J E Brown and anr from order 

C Bacon Aug 20 

H Glascodine and F J a Solicitors app of The Swansea Dry Docks, 

from order of V C Bacon for taxation Aug 20 

B v Pease, Bart app of defts Sir J W Pease and ors from order of Mr Jus- 
tice Chitty on fur con Aug 20 

In re Ellis, decd, Ellis vy Helmore app of defts from order of V C Bacon Aug 20 

Bowerbank v Frodsham app of petmrs from refusal of Mr Justice Pearson 


® 
£ 
~E 


21 
In “y J Needham, decd, Robinson vy Needham app of pits from V C Bacon Aug 


2 

Tn re W Fowler, decd, Coleman v Wiseman app of defts F C Fowler and anr 
from order of Mr Justice Kay Aug 23 

In re Richardson, dec Richardson v Hobson app of deft W W Hobson from 
order of V C Bacon and notice of contention by plaintiff Aug 27 

In rea Contract between W S Porta! and orsand H Lamband V and P Act 1874 
spp of W S Portal and ors from order of Mr Justice Kay Aug 29 

In re Hopkins dec Wright v Hopkins app of the Rev F P Phillips from order 
of V C Bacon Sept 9 

wo} Olliver app of defts J O Vallance and anr from jadgt of V C Bacon 

In re Horsley, dec Druitt v Mayo app of deftsand M J Druitt from order of 
Mr Justice Pearson on fur conson Sept 12 

In re The Globe General Insurance Co ld and Co’s Acts app of E Hunnings & 
ors f.om order of Mr Justice Wills in vacation for Mr Justice Kay Oct 2 

In re The Universal Fire Insce Co ld & Co's Acts app of Alfred Good (late 
official liquidator) from order of Mr Justice Kay Nov 7 

en v on app of defts Sikes and Hall from judgt of Mr Justice 

ov 
In Ad ~_— > dec Jordan v Jordan app of pit from order of Mr Justice 
y Nov 

West London Commercial Bank, 1d v The Reliance Permanent Bldg Soc app of 

ee VC Bacon Nov 18 

In re a Contract for of Land situate at Woking, Surrey. between Thomas 
Jobnson (vendor) and Charles D Tustin (purchaser) and V and P Act 1874 
app of po decision of Mr Justice Pearson as to costs Nov 19 

In re The Rocking Bar Fire Syndicate 1d & Co’s Acts ex pte Edward Kensing- 
ton of Edward Kensington from refusal of Mr Justice Kay Nov 21 

on behalf of self and all other preferenve shareholders in the Smyrna 
and Ry Co ld except defts) v Watson and ors app of pit from judgt 
of Mr Justice Kay Nov 26 
In re The Goods of John Hill Morgan, dec Elizabeth Goulstone v 

E F Wood (J Green and ors interveners) app of Caroline Tilly and Mary 

Kingdon from pgst of Mr Justice Butt, dated Oct 29, pronouncing for validity 

of will Nov 

Same v Same spp of J Green and Herbert H W James from same jadgt 


vColman app of pit from jadgt of Mr Justics North Dec 4 

(Divoree) De la Force, petr v De ia Force, respt app of petr Maria Esther De 
la Force from judgt of Mr Justice Batt, dated Nov 19, dismissing petn for 
judicial separation Dec 4 

a app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Kay Dec 5 

Board of Health for the District of Witham, County of Essex v the Rev 

W M Oliver app of pit from order of Mr Justice Pearson Dec 15 

The Capital and Counties Bank, 1d v Gerussi app of plite from judgt of Mr 
Justice Field for Mr. Justice Chitty Dec 16 

In res dated June 23, 1884, between Maria Glenton and Zodfreyv 
Samuel (vendors) and John Fielder Haden ( ) and V and P 
Act, 1874, 37 & 38 Vict ¢ 78 app of purchaser from order of V C Bacon Dec 17 

Hyde v Edmonds spp of defts from order of Sir Justice Kay Dec |7 


iF 


\werds vy Dennis spp of deft from judgt of Mr Justice AL Smith for V C 
Bacon Deo 18 
In re C Roberts, Tarleton v Braton spp of RC Tarleton, spinster, by next 


dec 
friend (having libe:ty to attend) from order of Mr Justice Pearson on far con 


In re an Arbitration between John Sharman, John Badcock Harris, and Gavin 
Brown Clark, and in re 9 & 10 Will 2, an Act for determining disputes by 
arbitzation appof G B Clark fiom order of Mr Justice Kay setting aside 


22 
Mac Dougall v Knight app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice North Dec 23 
In rea Contract for Sale of Heal Estate made between Peter Paget (official 
assignes, &c) ani William Frederick Williams, of Burlington bldgs, Kegext at, 
iiliames 


and V and P Act, 1874 of WFR W from order of Mr Justice 
Chitty Deo 23 eee ns 
Fane + Dalton app of dette F T King and sor, by next friend, from V C Bacon 
ey 
Is re United Stock Exchange Co id & Co's Acts app of petar R 8 Agnew from 
refecel of Mr Justice Pearson Jan 8 7 
ey Oh Ho 2 Gs Zane a Bedford row, dated 
ULe between ilding, vendor alter, purchaser 
of vendor KAwin Wilding from ord of V C Bacon . ad 


e 
rE: 
Fil 
git 
ant 
ef 

5 


Jan $ 
v Bisdden app of J Kade (having liberty to 
on furcon Jan 12 

6 Meller from jadgt of V C Uscon Jan 14 
George, des Cavey George app of pltfrom judgt of Mr Justice 


te 
Ps 
& 





Cooper v Foster, Porter & Co app of pit from judgt of VC Bacon Jan 15 

Ingold v Powell app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Kay Jan 16 

In - H — dec Sherman v Kendall app of defts from ord of Mr Justice 
a at 

Hollway v Rolleston app of plts from ord of Mr Justice Kay varying C C 

certificate Jan 24 

— & Co vCcoper app of plts from part of judgt of V C Bacon 

an 


In re the Clitheroe Estate settled by the will of the Duke of Buccleugh and 
Queensberry & S L Act, 1882-4 app of Hon J A D Horne & ors from order of 
V C Bacon on petn Jan 29 

In re Joseph Mitchell, dec Mitchell v Mitchell app of plt from order of Mr 
Justice Chitty making trustee liable for loss Jan 30 

In re W Brydges, dec Ia re Ann Brydges, dec, & In re F SC Whelan dec 
Whelan v Burne app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Kay Jan 30 

Parish v Poole Harper v Parish app of defts W F Poole & ors from part cf 
judgt of Mr Justice North Feb 3 

The Milford Ry & Estate Co ld v Mowatt, and In re the Conveyancing Act, 1881 
(44 & 45 Vict. c 41), and In re analleged Mortgage between Lake & ors, and 
In re an Agreement between H Spain & ora app of deft F Mowatt from order 
of Mr Justice Pearson Feb 5 

In re W Taylor, dec Taylor v Ley app of W P Tayler and aur from order of 
Mr Justice Kay Feb 7 

In re A F P B Willianes, dec Andrew v Williames (claim of Williames & aar 
for permissive waste) app of dft C E Howell from order of Mr Justice Kay 
Feb 9 

In re Liardet’s Marine Patents Preliminary Co and Co’s Acts app of petitioner 
John Perkins from V C Bacon Feb 9 

(Probate) Goulstone and ors v Woodward and ors (Green and ors Intervenera) 
app of Susannah Stock one of the Interveners from decree of Mr Justice Butt 
for validity Feb 10 

In re The Furness [ron and Steel Co Id and Co’s Acts app of Hodbarrow Miaing 
Co (having liberty &c) from order of Mr Justice Kay Feb 11 

President of St Jobn’s College, Oxford v Athawes app of dft from jadgt of Mr 
Ju-tice Kay Feb 11 

Gandy v Gandy app of dft Maurice Gandy from order of V C Bacon on fur con 
Feb 12 


Clough v Cure app of plt from judgt of V C Bacon Feb12 (Security for £30 
orderrd May 6, 1885 : 
In re Sir W Hutt, dec Bowes v Lady Hutt app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice 
North Feb 13 : 
Batchelor v Batchelor app of dft Jas Batchelor from judgt of Mr Justice Chitty 

Feb 13 
Haywood v Silber app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Pearson Feb 18 
vL&8 W & Met District Rys Co app of dfts from order of V C Bacon 
eb 16 

Georgina Weldon v W H Weldon app of plt from judgt of V C Bacon Feb 16 

Westbury on Severn Rural Sanitary Authority v Meredith app of plts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Kay Feb 17 

In re W H Harrison, spinster, decd Turner v Hellard (originating summons) 
app of pits from order of Mr Justice Kay Feb 18 

National Provl Bk of England, ld v Hendrie app of dft from order of Mr 
Justice Chitty confirming conditional contract Feb 19 

In re Morgan Jones, dec Jonesv Thomas app of dft Ann Jones, widow, from 
order of V C Bacon on application to vary C C certificate Feb 20 ; 

In re B Savage, dec Savage v Savage app of plt from order of Mr Justice 
Pearson dismissing application for administration Feb 21 

In re T W Richardson, dec Shillito v Hobson app of dft, W W Hobson from 

judgt of Mr Justice Kay Feb 25 

In re J G Meyers.dec Meyers v King app of dft Louisa Burling from order 
of YC Bacon Feb 26 

In re a Contract for Sale of Leasehold Premises at South Norwood between J 
Moody and W T Yates and V and P Act, 1874 app of J Mvody and anr from 
order of Mr Justice Chitty Fer 26 

(Divorce) Helen Maud Wodehouse, petnar vy W Wentworth Wodehouse, respt app 
of respt W W Wodehouse from decision of Sir Jas Hannen that cruelty not 
proved Feb 26 

Leeds District Registry Hallbrook v Sykes app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kay at Leeds for the Chancery Division March 2 

Dreyfus, Bros, & Co v Peruvian Guano Co app of dfte from judgt of V C 

In Boe + bh v Asquith (I Joseph Lbbe: &c.) 
re juith, dec uith v uit n re Josep reon one &c.) app 
of Jonteh lym order of Mr Jastice Chitty March 6 

Woolverton v Woolverton app of plts from order of Mr Justice Kay dismissiag 
action with costs March 16 

Clark v 8 Met Gas Co spp of plts from order of Mr Justice North dismissing 
action Mar 17 

In re Westhead’s Settlement Trasts Vawdrey v Gordon app of dfte M L 
Westhead and anr from order of Mr Justice Kay Mar 19 

In re Patents Designs aod T M Act, 1483, and In re an Application No 40,018 
of Price’s Patent Candle Co, lmd app of Price’e Co from refusal of Mr Jus- 
tice Pearson March 19 

In re Robert Lucas, decd, Parish vy Hudson app of Jno Parish and ors from 
order of Mr Justice Kay March 20 

In re Jas Conway, decd, Conway v Conway app of deft Margaret Conway from 
order of Mr Justice Chitty March 23 . 

Russell y Watts app of defts from order of V C Bacon March 25 

Bucalossi vy Wood (trading as J B Cramer & Co) app of deft from V C Bacon 
refusing to vary C C Certificate March 26 - 

In re a Contract, dated 24th July, 1884, made between T C Parry and Wm Daggs 
for purchase of Real Ketate in Couaty of Hereford and V & P Act, 1874 app 
of Purchaser (legs personal representative of Wm Daggs) from order of Mr 
Justice Pearson March 26 

ia se H sot Soaks Beckett & Cov Ramadale app of defts from judgt of V C 

acon 26 

Edwards v pp Electric ht Power and Storage Co, limd (in liquidation) 
and ors of plt from aby; VC Bacon March 28 

In re Land and Mortgage Co and General Trust Co of South Africa and 
Co's Acts «pp of Fraok Boyle from refusal of Mr Justice Kay March 31 
(Security ordered for £16 April 4, 1885) 

Bociets Generale de Paris v Dieyfus Bros & Co app of defte Dreyfus Bros & Co 
from order of Mr, Justice Pearson April 1 
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jn re Avondale Paper Co, lmd and Cos Acts app of J H Collias fro u urder of Mr 
Justice Chitty placing on List of Contributories April 2 

In re John Young (Vendor) and Christopher Harston and ors (Purchasers and 
V & P Act, 1874) app of purchasers from order of V C Bacon for payment of 
interest on purchase money paid in under protest April 2 

In re W Speight, deod, Mitchell vy Harrop, Wilson v Hirrop app of pit Mitchell 
from judgt of Mr Justice Kay Apri 

In re Ainslie, dec Swinburne v Ainslie app of dfts Hy Ainslie & aur from Mr 


Justice Pearson Apr 10 

Stevenson v Stevenson app of dft Wm Stevenson from Mr Justice Chitty Apr10 

In re Joseph Wright & Bo & Co’s Acts app of Joseph Wright and Wife from 
orders of Mr Justice Chitty In re Joseph Wright & Co & Co’s Acts app of 
Thos Hall from orders of Mr Justice Chitty Apr 10 

Birmingham District Registry Manor of Ashton Local Board v Lawson app of 
deft from judgt of Mr Justice Field action tried at Birmingham for Mr J ustice 
Chitty Apr1s 

Danby v Coutts & Co app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Kay Apr 13 

Smallpiece v Lee app of plt from pt judgt of V C Bacon Apr 14 

Smethurst v Hastings ap> of dfts from judgt of VC Bacon Apr 14 

Peat v Latchford app of pits from order of Mr Justice Chitty Apr 15 (Security 
for £30 ordered Apr 29, 1885) 

Bickerton vy Walker app of pits from judgt of V C Bacon Apr 16 

In re John Birkley, dec MoJnnesv London Maritime Institution app of dft 
Institution from order of Mr Justice Chitty Apr 15 

Hodge v Woodman, Clerk opp of pit from order of Mr Justice Kay Apr 15 

Cox v Gibbons app of dft F M Cox from refusal of V C Bacon to direct transfer 
and payment out of share of fund in Court Apr 21 

Henry Hall-Dare & anr v R W Hall-Dare & ors app of plts from refusal of V C 
Bacon to rectify enrolled deed Apr 22 

The Mutual Life Assce Society v Langley & ors app of deft Ches Langley from 
judgt of foreclosure by Mr Justice Pearson Apr 24 

In re The Mutual Aid Permanent Benefit Building Soc & Co’s Acts (realized and 
withdrawal members—applu of G Anson and ors) app of Ellen Lakeman and 
anr frrom order of Mr Justice Kay declaring applicants creditors Apr 24 

Bongiovanni v La Societe Generale app of defts from judgt of VC Bacon Apr 


24 
Peg aes v Hazell & anr app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice North 


Apr 

Standing v Bowring appof pit from Mr Justice Pearson declaring deft abso- 
lately entitled to Consols Apr 28 

(Probate) Mann vy Mann & Mann appof Hugh Mann & Alexander Mann from 
order of Mr Justice Butt directing Fare of costs toplt Apr 30 

Action transferred from Mr Justice Chitty to Mr Justice Field Pain v Eve app 
of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Field sitting as an additional judge of the 
Chancery Division May 1 

Pennell v Lord Brabourne app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Chitty May 2 

Thomas v Thomas app of W Thomas legal persenal representative of deft John 
sae - ata judgt of Mr Justice Fry, dated 16th December, 1881, set down by 
order May 

Shorrock v Darwen Paper Mills Cold app of deft Co from judgt of Mr Justice 
North May 4 

In re The Oriental Bank Corpn & Co’s Acts app of J K Greig and ors from 
oder of Mr Justice Chitty placing appts on list in respect of transfer within six 
monthe May 4 

Inre T J Ridge dec Hellard v Moody app of pit from order of V C Bacon as 
to proportion of rents and royalties being capital or income May5 ~ 

In re M A E Butler dec Booty v Smith app of deft Stock from order of 
VC Bacon May 5 

Kilford v Blayney app of Attorney-General from order of V C Bacon on 
originating summons May 5 

In re Isabella Bower deo Airey v Bower app of plts from order of Mr Justice 
Pearson on furcon May 5 

In re Henry Higgins deceased Codd v Turnell app of pits from order of V C 
Bacon declaring testator’s estate not liable for succession duty May 8 

Walters v The Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co app of pit from V C Bacon 
dismissing action at trial May 8 

In re the Victor Gas Engines Co ld & Co's Acts app of Peter Currie from order 
of Mr Justice Kay placing applt on list of contributcrs May 9 

Miller v Miller app of plt from judgt of Mr. Justice Kay May ll 

Griffin v Keates app of pit from judgt of dismissal of V C Bacon May 13 

= v aoe app of deft Geo Reid from judgt of Mr Justice North at trial 

ay 

Ashby & Cov Day app of defts from judgt of VC Bacon May 16 

Wood (trading as Jno Wood & Son) v Lambert, and In re Trade Mark No 6277 
registered by Jno Wood & Son of Queen Vic'oria st Ci Tmport rs &o app 
of Charles Lambert and ors, dfte, in action from refusal of Mr Justice Pearson 
to aay ener May 18 

In re Maria Elizabeth Anstis deceased Chetwynd v Morgan Morgan v Chet- 
7 of Sir George Chetwynd from ‘udgts of V C Bacon in both actions 


y . 
{n re Sir Jno Trevelyan Bart Trevelyan v Trevelyan app of pit from refusal 
of Mr Justice Pearson to allow felling timber & May 19 
ey The Land Securities Co ld app of plaintiff from order on far con 
ay 
In re Shore of Varden’s Residuary Estate and In re Walker’sa Marriage Settle- 
= vy May app of pit in action from order of Mr Justice Kay 
a 
Hon F A Montagu v Earl of Sandwich construotion of will and settlement app 
of defts from iris of Mr Justice Pearson May 21 
In re Henry J H Bond deceased Bond v Hough app of pit frem refusal of Mr 
Justice Pearson on originating sammons May 22 
Wm Noyes v Pollock app of defendants Pollook & ors from part of judgt of Mr 
Justice Pearson May 22 
From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Chancery Division— 
Separate List, 


1885, 

In re Lewis, dec Morgan v Harris app of plt from refusal by V C Bacon of 
order for accounts under order 15 y 12 (pt hd May 22 by Lords Justices 
Cotton, Lindley and Fry) 

In re Mester and Wardens of the Merchant Taylors’ Fraternity of St John the 

oe and In re several Mot Ry Aots and the L C C Act, 1845 app 
of et of Works from refusal of Mr Justice Chitty to direct review 





of taxation In re the Same ge avp of the Grest Eastern Ry Co and 
Met Dist Ry Co from rame refusal y7 

In re Messrs Nelson Son & Hastings app of Chas Norton, Solicitor of Swansea, 
from order of Mr Justice Pearson for taxation excluding costs delivered over 


May 13 

Mzt Dist Ry Co v Met & Dist Joint Committee and the Met Ry Co of defts 
from Mr Justice Pearson restraining interference with issue of through tickets 
to Inventions Exhibition May 15 

Western and anr v Day and ors app of dft Francis Day from refusal of V C 
Bacon to varycertificate in respect of r-ceiver’s remuneration May 15 

Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England v Withers app of J & H Withers 
from refasal of Mr Justice Pearson to direct addition of applicants as parties, 
representatives of T J Withers May 15 

In re Bower, dec Airey v Bower Rt eee of Mr Justice Pearson 
to restrain payment by on furcon May 16 (if not reached on 
June 2 to be at head of paper on next day June 3) 

Spencer v Bartelt & Co app of pit from Mr Justice Chitty refusing to restraia 
negotiation of promissory notes May 21 

Appeals from the County Palatine Court of Lancaster. 
From Interlocatory Order. 

In re au Indenture dated 16th Jaauary, 1861, between Harding, Roberts, and 
Atwool and In re an Indenture dated 19th May, 1850, between % 
Roberts, Atwool, Lowe, and Cato app of Martha Harding from dismissal of 

motion by the Vice-Chancellor, dated April 27, 1885 May 16 


Sern Tied Cilcens Saas, 


884. 

In re Spencer, dec Spencer v Lowe app of James Lowe from order of the Vice- 
Chancellor dated July 5, 1884 July 9 

Gordon v James app of pits from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor dated June 10, 
1884 July 16 

Raines v Mellor app of defts from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor dated May 15, 
1884 Aug l 

Sameon (an infant, by Joseph Wadsworth her next friend) v Hewitt and ors “pp 
of dft Edward Theodorus Paul from jadgt of the Vice-Chancellor dated Deo 11, 
1884 Deo 24 


1885. 
Baron Gerard of Bryn v Bromilow app of dft from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor 
dsted Dec 9 1884 Jan 13 
In re Southport and West Lancashire Banking Co Id and Co’s Act 1862 and 1880 
and Chancery Lancaster Acts 1850 and 1854 (Contributor’s Case) pF of 
Herbert Kideon tne Liquidator from order of the Vice-Chancellor dated 27 Jan 
1885 Feb 11 ; 
In re George Fravkland, dec Frankland v Pemberton appof dfts from order of 
the Vice-Chancellor on far con dated Jan 15 1885 Feb 11 
In re Blackburn & District Benefit Building Soo & Co's Acts and 6 & 7 Will 4, c 
32, and Lancaster Acte, 1850-54 (W Holland's claim) a Officia! Liquidator 
from order of the Vice Chancellor, dated Jan 19, 1885 eb 17 
Cropper v Walker & Lomax ld & anr Walker & Lomax ld & avr v Cropper (by 
claim and couater-claim) Per 53 of defte Walker & Lomax ld & anr from jadgt 
of the Vice Chancellor, da an 23, 1885 Mar 23 
Rate v Otns app of pits from judgt of the Vice Chancellor, dated Nov 20, 
1 4 
Local Board of Farnworth, County of Lancaster v Compton app of pits from 
jdgt of the Vice-Chancellor, dated Now 6, 1884 April 24 ‘ 
The Dupkenhalgh —-> v Pickap app of plt co from judgment of the 
Vice-Chancellor, dated 31, 1885 May 15 
Fairweather & Peel v Lindley & Jones app of pit from refasal of the Vice- 
aa ae _ asid» report and findings of Special Referee, dated 28 April, 
ay 
N.B.—The County Palatine Appeals, as the dates of setting down are reached 
in the General and Separate Liste, are set aside and taken on the first Thureday in 
every month. 
FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY) DIVISIONS. 
For Hearing. 


1884. 

Carlton v Bowcock & anr app of defts from jedgt Mr Justice Cave at trial 
without jury at Menohester July 30 (part bh March 5— present Master of 
Rolls and Lorde Justices Lindley and Bowen) 

Tate & Sons v Hyslop app of pit from Justies Day and A L Smith setting 
aside verdict and judgment and giving judgt for deft—action tried in Londoa 
by Mr Justice Manisty Apr 5 

Beer» eS Sons me pit from judgt of Lord Justice Baggallay at 

at Liverpool April 

Stanaficld v The Yeadon Local Board app of pit from judgt of Baron Huddle- 
ston at trial in Middlesex Oct 23 

Chancery action transferred to Q B Division Ross v Ashwia of deft from 
judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial in Middlesex without a jury Now 12 
(Seourity ordered April 16, 1885) 

The Great Western Ry Co and The sore | Rv Co v The Dowlais Iroa Ca 
app of dft Co from ot Justices Day and A L Smith on special case Deo 5 

Adams v Coleridge app of vit from jdgt of Mr Justice Manisty at trial in Middle- 
sex Deo 16 for June 4, by ordered) 

In re an Arbitration between Alive Wadham and ors, Claimants, and the North 

app of The North Eastern Ry Co from Jastiors Mathew and 


1885, 
The Queen v Thomas D B Rawlios (Q.B. Urown Side) app 
Justices Mathew and Day refusing order for quo warranto Jan 
The Queen v Herbert Didben (Q.B. Crown side) app of prosecater from 
Jurtioes Mathew and Day refusing order for quo warranto Jan 2 
Liverpool District Regiatry—Banner v Tae Widoes Alkali Oo, lad app of pit 
bom fateh of oh Sete AL Seah at trial at Liverpool November Acsizes 
it! a an 
: pn ad ant ¥ wards app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice Field at trial 
an 
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The Mayor, &c, of Birkenhead v TheL & N W Ry Co andanur Co app of pits 
from judgt of Justices Mathew and Day on special case Jan 16 

Knight and ors v Clarks and ors app of deft W Clarke from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew at trial Jan 29 

Mathews v Matthewes app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial in 
Middlesex without a jury Feb 4 

Daweon v Fox (validity of bill of sale) app of deft from iudgt of Mr Justice 
Wills at trial Feb 5 

Joseph v Jones app of dft from judgt of Baron Huddleston on fur con after 
tral at Glouvester Assizes Feb 6 

Whitmarsh v Monro app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Denman at trial with 
a jury Feb 6 

Baron Von Bissing v Lazarus app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Grove at 
trial Feb 10 

Harris v Yeowart app of pit from jadgt without costs of Mr Justice Day at trial 
with special jury at Carlisle Feb 12 

Newlands v National Employers’ Accident Assoc }4 (in liquidation) app of plt 
from judgt upon claim and counter-claim of Mr Justice Lopes at trial at 
Durham Feb 16 

Selous and anr vy Wimbledon Local Board app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Denman at trial Feb 17 

Hogg v Brooks app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial Feb 20 

M«son and apr v Ashton Gas Co app of dft Co from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew 
at trial in Middlesex without a jury Feb 20 (S O June 16) 

Lunt (Trustee of Haworth, a bankrupt) v Wilson app of dtt from judgt of Mr 
Justice Day at trial at Manchester without a jury Feb 21 

Savge and apr v Great Eastern Ry Co app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew at trial at Chelmsford without a jury Feb 21 

Acdy and anr v English and aur app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice Grove at 
trial Feb 24 

Wakefield v Edwards (ejectment) app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew 

_ at trisl in Middlesex without a jury Feb 26 

Central Bank of London Id v Barneveld and anr (liability on bond given in inter- 
pleader iseue) app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen at trial in Middle- 
sex without a jury Feb 26 

Evans v Clements (trespass and injunction) app of plt from Mr Justice Hawkins 
after trial at Oxford without a jury Feb 26 

Pesry and snr (carrying on business as G S Bryant & Co) vy Barnet app of plt 
from Mr Justice Grove at trial without a jury Feb 27 

Serrao y Noel app of dft from Mr Justice Grove at trial Feb 27 

Hennessey & Son v Mayor, &c of Bristol app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Maniety at trial at Bristol Feb 28 

Lambert v Ogden (money lent and paid for deft) app of pit from judgt of Mr 
Justice Cave at Leeds without ajury Feb 28 

Dawson v Moody (Stakeholder’s Interpleader Issue) app of deft from judgt of 
Mr Justice Day at Manchester without «jury Feb 28 

Philpotts v Hanbury app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice Grove at trial Mar 3 

Bird wv Shilcock (breach of contract—damages) app of deft from Mr Justice 
Stephen at trial in Middlesex without a jary Mar 4 

oy Savage spp of deft from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice at trial 


Halibrook v Sykes app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Cave at trial at Leeds 
ajary Mar4 

Pointin v Poirrier app of pit from Justices Grove & Manisty directing entry of 

soniet for wD a costs Mar4 
i Ship “ Garston” Co v Hickie, Borman & Co app of pit from judgt of 
Mr Justice Wills attrial Mar4 a bs ~—_ 

Asessment Com mitteeof Altrincham Union v Cheshire Lines Committee 
QB Brown side app of plts from the Lord Chief Justice & Mr Justice A L 
Smith quashing order of Sessions for poor rate Mar 4 

The{Queen v Rev Brian Christopherson (Q B Crown Side) app of prosecutors, 
the assesement committee of Falmouth Union, from the Lord Chief Justice & 
Mr Justice A L Smith quashing order of sessions Mar 5 

Roberts, widow v Williams, sheriff of Anglesey app of plt from judgt of Mr 
Justice Stephen at trial at Montgomery Avsizes Mar 6 

Miles & ors, trustees of Independent Mutual Brethren Friendly Soc v Scotting 
app of us P ae judgt of Mr Justice Stephen at trial in Middlesex without a 


Martin v Tritton & anr app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Lopes at trial Mar 7 

Vaughan & ors v Campbell, Heatly & Co app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
_Day at trial Mar 11 as a“ ; 

Valliamy v Bowron “pp of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial 


without a jury Mar 
Joseph Bull, Sons & Cold v Wood & Co app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Allan Regent's Canal, City & Docks B Co & f plt from Mr J 
v s Canal, Ci o&anr app of pit i 
Mathew at trial in Middx March 13 : ——. scam 
Nielsen & Son v Wait, James & Co app of pits from judgt of Baron Polleck at 
tral March 18 
W Stewart & Co v Merchant's Marine InsceCo sappof dfts from judgt of Mr 
Justice at trial in Middx March 19 
Horze v » Bell & Co app of dfte from Justices Grove and Manisty direct- 
Senin wp Slaibery of it from judgt of Mr J 
omy ts j o' r i 
oul in Misda” Mer 3s & sppot p jadgt ustice Stephen at 


Hearny J , Exors&c app of dft from judgt of Mr Justi 
aaah P ae pp judgt r Justice Day at trial 


Fray v The Incloeure Comurs for England and Wales app of pit from judgt of 
BR ae ney es Mathew after trial April 1 
siliery Co 1d & anr v Jobn of aft fi Mr Justice Steph 
after trial without « jury at Cardiff Apel spaptidlennt cette: 
The Queen v The South Staffordshire Waterworks Co (Q B Crown Side) app of 
Prosecutors (Assesement Committee of West Bromwich Union) from Justices 
Mathew and A L Smith quashing order of sessions April 2 
Hivet 9 are — from Justices Manisty and Se setting aside judgt 


aA 
Harvie © Notional Provincial Bank of England, 1d 


of pit from Justices 
Grove, Manisty and {.pes setting aside dict and t e 
Selo  Haverstubl 2 Vou « i. = 
v Praaz Co app of deft f j t of - 
ice 1 - la Mid per afar from jndgt of Mir Tus 


Bamlett vy The Tees Conservancy Commissionere app of defts from Justices 
Mathew and A L Smith on motion for judgt directing eutry of judgt for pl 
with costa April 9 . 

Officer & Co y The Hull, Barnsley, and East Riding Junction Ry and Dock Co 
and anr ' app of pits from judgt -f Mr Justice Manisty at trial April 11 

Foulkes v The Quartz Hill Consolidated Gold Mining Co,lmd app of plt from 
judet of Baron Pollock at trial April 11 

Ship Leptir Thos ©’Donnel and aur v Owners of Leptir and freight app of 
Aefte, Owners of cargo recently laden on board the Leptir, from judgt of Mr 
Justice Butt (without assessors) April 11 

Norman & Son v Kistner (sued, &c.) app of deft from judgt of Mr Jastice 
Stephen at trial in Middlesex without a jury April 13 

Richardson (trustee, &c) v Nathan Pratt & Son app of defts from J ustices Grove 
and Manisty setting aside verdict and judgt—action tried by Mr. Justice Lopes 
April 13 


Lopes on agreed special case submitted for the opinion of the court April 13 

Crampton y healer app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen at trial in 
Middlesex without a jury April 17 ; 

E J Hough & Cov Head app of plts from jadgt of Justices Grove, Manisty, 
ani Lopes on special case April 20 

The Vestry of St Marslebone, apps, v Richard Rose, resp (Q B Crown Side) 
app of resp Richard Rose from Justices Mathew and Day reversing Magis- 
trate’s order April 20 ‘ 

Scaramangs, Manorissy, & Co v Martin and Marquand app of defts from judgt 
of Baron Huddleston at trial April 22 

Mogg 4 Clark app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lopes at trial in Middlesex 
April 23 

Ducford v Charnock & Sons app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Butt at trial 
at Leeds with acommon jury April 24 

Chapman v Hayman app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Day at trial in Middle- 
sex without a jury Apr 24 

Linck, Moeller & Co v Jameson & Co app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Cave 
at trial in Middlesex without a jury Apr 27 . 

Bean & anr v Wade & ors app of dfts A & GC Wade from judgt of Mr Justice 
Cave at tria! in Middlesex Apr 28 

H.M. Attorney-Gen v The Marquess of Ailesbury & ors (Q. B. Revenue Side) 
app of defts from decree of Justices Mathew & AL Smith Mayl 

The Buxton & High Peak Publishing & General Printing Co ld v Mitchell app 
of dft from judgt and injunction granted by Mr Justice Day at trial May 6, 

John Francis Lightbound v The Higher Bebington Local Board (Q B Crown 
Side) app of the Local Board from judgt of Justices Mathew and A L Smith 
on case stated under Public Health Act, 1875 May 7 

Butler v Butler apo of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wills at trial May 7 

RH &J Sharp v Crapon, Brine & Brandon app of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Cave at trial in Middlesex without a jury May 8 

Colbeck (Assignee of George Platt) v Joseph Piatt app of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice A L Smith at trial at Manchester, subject to a refe May 8 

The Shirley & Freemantle Local Board of Health v Melliss & anr app of defts 
from jadgt of Mr Justice Cavs at trial May 13 


FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearing. 
With Nautical Assessors. 





1884. 
Ship Hollandia (damage) Tyne Steam Shipping Co ld v General Steam Naviga- 
tion Co app of dfts from judgt of the President June 8 


1885. 
Ship Roshina (damage) Edwards, Robertson & Co and ors v The Falwouth 


Dec 18, 1884 Jan 12 

Ship Portugalete (damage) Owners of 8S Glendale v Portugalete Steamship Co, 
lmd app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Butt dated Dec 18, 1884 Jan 15 

Ship Stanmore (da ) Owners of 8S Cornwall v Owners of 8S Stanmore app 
of pits from judgt of the President, dated Deo 15, 1884 Jan 17 

Ship Anatolia (damage) Owners of SS Tintern Abbey v Gray and ors, Ownera 
ot SS Anatolia app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated Jan 13, 1886 


Jan 2 

Ship Henry Villard (damage) Owners of Magdeburg vy Owners of Henry Villard 
app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated Jan 16, 1885 Jan 30 

Ships Claudia and Polam (damage) Stephens, Maweon, & Goss v Edward 
Jordan, Hough, and ors app of pits from judgt of the President, dated Dec 19, 
1884 March 18 

Ship Newbattle (damage) Owners of;Louise Marie and ors v Owners of New- 
sate (freight) app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated Feb 11, 1885 

arch 1 

Ship Hartlepools (salvage) Alfred Suart and ors, Owners, Master, and Crew 
of Titian v Owners of Hartlepools, cargo and freight app of defte trom 
judgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated Merch 31, 1885 April 1 

Ship Admiral Moorsom (damage) Owners of Santa Clarav L & N W Ry Co, 
Owners of the #s Admiral Moorsom app of plte from judgt of Mr Justice Butt, 
dated Feb 24, 1885 Apr 11 

Ship Ebor (damage) Owners of Telesilla v Owners of Ebor app of plts from 
judgt of the President, dated Apr 30, 1885 May 19 . 


Spzci1aL Noticz.—The above Appeals numbered from 1 to 6 inclusive will be 
taken in Appeal Court I. on Monday, June 16, and following days. 


From the Queen’s Bench Division, Sitting in Bankruptoy. 


1885. 
In re Ex Appeal from 
Lake & Taylor Criokmer Mr Registrar Hazlitt 
Holne Edwards Mr Registrar Brougham 
Milner Milner Mr Rogistrar Hozlitt 
Watson Oram Mr Registrar Pepys 


N.B.— A will be taken every Friday in A Court I. until 
Bankruptcy Appeals ery y in Appeal Co 
From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Queen’s Bench Division. 





\ In re an Arbitration between the Coed Cae Coal Co and Thomas Jones app of 





June 6, 1385. 
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Alison v Charlesworth app of pit from order of Justices Grove, Manisty, and 


Harbour Cowmra and Sherris app of defts from judgt of the President, dated 
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Thomes Jones from Justices Grove and Tenge ny jeg to set oaside award of 
Mr Me Adarns, Mining Engineer, South Wi Nov 5 


"In the matter of a tion of right Frederick de Dohse v 7 ee 
of supplicant ‘eve Soutien Lopes and Cave allowing demurrer “PP 
Loewenthal & Sons v Stringer (Houghton & ors mants) app “a <4 from 
age at A ened refusing to direct restoration of goods or payment of 
Ap 
oy Shearman app of pit from Justicee Watkin Williams & A L Smith 
th "May 1883 affirming etay of proceedings and restraining further action 
- same cause (restored by order 
Bramedon & anr v Parker (Wm Taylor junr clt). app of plt from Justices 
Mathew & A L tony J confirming order of judge in chambers as to costs of 
Miller and amr v Normand app of ft from Baron Pollock and Mr. Justice Day 
directing set off and review of taxation April 24 
Maskell v latins Oceanic Steam Yachting Co app of p't from Baron Pollock and 
Mr Justice Day affirming order for retention of defeace April 30 
Phippard v Bruty. app of pit from direction of Mr Justice Lopes at trial for 
costs to be taxed on County Court Scale May 11 
a extrix &c) v Law Life Asece Soc app of pit in person from Baron 
oan gh wy Justice Manisty affirming refusal of order for common jury 
tra y 
Stenbury-Eardley vA H Stanbury app of pit.ia person from Mr Justice Grove 
and Baron Huddleston affirming order of Judge and District Registrar setting 
aside notice and vacating entry for trial May 13 
Gillow & Co v Madame Tussaud & fons Py 3 of deft against findings and judgt 
ef|Mr Justice Grove or for new trial and for agreed arbitratiou in lieu of official 
referee May 14 (not before Jane 8) 
Galver and anr vy Eyton app of deft from Justices Grove and Manisty refusing 
to set aside award as to brick burning May 15 
Waterhouse & Co vy Gilbert (W HS Gilbert, claimant) app of plt from Lord 
Chief Justice and Mr Justice Cave affirming Judge and Master directing Sheriff 
to withdraw May 16 
Turnbull v Forman app of deft from Mr Justice Mathew sflirming order of 
Master Butler, entered by special order, dated May 8 May 18 
Page v Morgan (sued as E H Morgan) app of deft from the Lord Chief a0. 
and Mr Justice Cave refusing new trial—action tried by J R Balwer, Esq, Q 
at Chelmsford May 19 
Norton v The Royel Fire and Life Ineurance Co app of deft from the Lord 
Chief Justice and Mr Justice Gave refusing new trial—action tried before Mr 
I Te Alfred 8 MVo ae aaa ac), Ex Vv of Mr V f 
n re one, , Ex parte Vosper app osper from 
Baron Pollock feed Bas dentine Day affirming order of Judge and Master May 21 
Bennett v Johnson app of plt from Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Field 
affirming order refusing liberty to sign final jadgt May 22 


SUMMARY OF APPEAL LIST. 


Final. Interlocutory. Total. 
From the Chancery Division .. oe 161 es 8 és 169 
From County Palatine Court .. a 14 es _ ee 14 
From the Queen’s Bench Division o8 84 oe 18 ee 102 
From the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division, Admiralty with Assessors ll oe _ ee ll 
From the Queen’s Bench Division a | ’ 
in Bankruptcy .. ee eo 4 oe _ oe 4 
Totals < 26 300 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Trinity Sittings, 1885. 
Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to Saturday, May 23rd, inclusive.) 
Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the usual days, as stated 
in the > ange | Sittings Paper. 
and without Witnesses will be taken by Vice-Chancellor Bacon on 
eo usual Cause days in the order as they stand in the Cause Book. 
Mr. Justice Kay will take Witness Causes on the ordinary Cause days until 
— order; his Lordship will sit in Chambers on every Friday during the 
ngs 
Mr. Justice Chitty will take Witness Causes on the following days, viz.:—June 
28, 24, 25, and 30; July 1, 2,7, 8, and 9. 
Mr. Justice Pearson will take Witness Causes on days to be named by his 
Lordship at the commencement of the Sitti 
Mr. Justice North will take Witness Causes every day, in the order as they 
stand in the Cause Book. 
Adjourned Summonses will be taken as follows:—Vice-Chanoellor Bacon, on 


Fridays and Saturdays; Mr, Justice Kay, on Thursdays and Saturdays; Mr. 
—— barf with Non- Witness Actions. 
.—Mr, Fusti ustice Pearson will take Adjourned Summonses as follows :—Class 


1 with Motions, on Fridays; Classes IL. and III., in the Non-Witness List ; 
Class 1V., on Fridaye and Saturdays. For desoription of each Class eee notice 
issued by his Lordehip's Chief Clerks, dated May 1. 

Before Vice-Chancellor Bacan. | Enthoven v Mosley act wita 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses and | In re Bourne, Dope v May spc 


without witnesses). aslam v Watson act 
Winter v Ind ae & Co act wits (not 
before Jul ae | Transferred from Mr, Justice Pearéon, 
Alexander v by order, dated 25th August, 1884. 


Ia . a a eatin  Wetkine v Williams | Sta en Wilson act wits 
son v N Staffordshire Ry Co 
Se 1 ve Watkin Watkins v Williams i Grae) aur 
a v Count Gustave Batthyany act | vol we ha 

act wits 

In ve MoWtltiqna, McWilliam v Wilson | he ° Wall, Jackeon v pope & 
of Bngland Bank ld 
| ae dea Sota at&mif wits 





Maui v Lovell act wits - 

Tarrant v Taylor act wits 

Wyndham v Thomas act wits 

Zeffert v Beesty act wits 

Robinson v Aldridge m fj 

Church v Stockham act 

Walker v Poole act wits 

Bailey v Badham = m fj wits 

Gray v Harvey act wi 

Ia re Edwards, Yate v Black act wits 

De Caux v Skipper, Teev De Caux act 
& m fj wits 

Macalester v Blake act 

Morgan v Williams act 

Pawley v 4 gland act wits 

Flewit: v Walker act wits 

Newbury v Kipping act wits 

Carlton v Grange act wits 


ee act & 


Fullecod v Fallwooi act 
In re Hobson, Hobson v Hobson act 
Ashwin v Ashwin act 
Allbutt v Maroussen act 
Baines v Prideaux sct wits 
Whittaker v Strutt act wits 
In re Readdy, Readdy v Readdy act 
Trevelyan v Trevelyan, Bart act wits 
Wake v — & ors act wits 

End of Transfer. 


Onward Building Society v Pearson act 
Green v Six m fj 

Smith v Smith act 

Maffuniades v Micropulos act 
Crisford v Manfield act wits 

Webb v Hamiiton m fj 

Curteis v Kenny act 

O’Brien v Mutron = 

Saunders v Wake 

In re Blackburn Blackbura v Shaw 


act 
Reynardson v Cornwall act’ 
In re Candy, Candy v Cundy mfj 
Borthwick v Simm m fj 
Crozier v Dowsett m fj 
In re Braibury, Grant v Shaw act 
In re —- Palin v Brooke further 
ft act 


In re Martin, Ewing v Martin act 

Harrison v Protection Lamp, &c, C» 
act wits 

In re Johneon, Roocroft v Johuson m fj 

Crabtree v Frith act 

Viscount Cardwell v Tomlinson act 


wits 
ae Bart, v Weardale Iron Co, lmd 


enw Sal v Fleming mfj 

In re Noyce, peeae vRigg mfj 

Lewis v Bence 

Bourne v Westr Palace Hotel Co act 
wits 

Horner v Gt E Ry Co act wits 

Clarendon Building Soc v Fowler act 

Pheips v Richards act wits 

In re Wain, Wain v Lovett act wita 

In oh Gulliford, Gulliford v Galliford 
m fj 

Tarelh v Rouatree act & m fj 

In re Wilks, In re Grosjean, Gro-jean v 
Lawes act wits 

The Benfleet Brick and Tile Co v Jones 
& Co aot wits 

— v Chandler act 

wyerv Sage act wits 

Willems v Pawson & Co ld act 

Tweedie v Bishop act wits 

Tweedie v Bishop act wits 

Howard v Mares act wits 

In re Robson, Larkman v Robson act 

Woolnough v Trescott act & m fj 

Williams v Morgan act wits 

Morgan v Last act wits 

Young v Tompsett act wits 

Davis v Fry act #i's 

Harvey v Harvey act wits 

Hall v Heward act 

Snead v Carter act 

Hunter v Leach & Co 

Groves v Loomes act wits 

Wheatley v Coasol and Bleotric Light 
Co, Imd aot wits 

Bray v Hutchinson mf j 

re Sebrignt v Hume, Webster, & Co 


wite 
British do, Oo sat © &o ad v London Steam 
woh OCaml e wot wie 
poe 
act wi 








Brooke v Dobson wee 

Wintringham v Loadon and Provincial 
House; Land, Mortgage and Iavest- 

ment Co, Imd m fj 


Farther Considerations. 
Price v Roberts fo 
Whiter v Gill, Gill v Whiter fc 
Adjourned Summonees. 

In re Netal Coast Lands, Wirsing v 
Elphinstone 

Heald v Walls 

In re Thom: , Tweed v Wilmot 

Lord Cardwell v Tomliason 

In re Hanter, Hucterv Hawke 

In re The Anglo- Indian aad Colonial, 
&c, Ia-titation, Imd 

Ia re Parrott, Perrott v Parrott 

In re The Brighton Livery Co, lmd, & 
Co's Acts 

Fisher v Sparrow 

In re Humber, Humber v Humber 

Lord Cardwell v Tomliasoa 

Templeman v Day 

In re Hale’s Family Estate, Ha'e v 


Ingram 
In re Hyde, Eggleton v Whittaker 
In re Curdiagton, Marsden v Batier 
Clough v Care 
Ia re Bryon, Drummond v Leigh 
In re Budworth, Budworth v Rodwell 
Morgan v Brisco 


Before Mr. Jastice Fraip 
(Sitting as au additions] Jadge of the 
Chaneery Division.) 

Hordern v Faulkner act with wite, 
transferred from Mr J —_ Chitty— 
tried March ee 25, 26, 27, 28, 30, 
3i—May 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, ts, 14, 15 


priorisy 8 coste— 
to be in the peper whan judgt in Hor- 
dern v Faulkner is delivered 





Before Mr. Justice Kay. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses.) 
In x | aap Traffard vy Blane act & 
m f j 
= re ces Stainmaby v Stainsby act 
arperv Bingley act 
Ia a Caen Guest v Hill act 
In re Haddan’s Patent, 1853, No 3,096 


Jones v Coed Cas Coal Co, 1d act & ems 
Turnock v Sartoris act and sums pt hd 
In re Smith, Smith v Weat act 

vy London & County Bkg Ce 


Maydew v Ly oe act 
Charrington & Co v Dobson act 
Butoher v Butover act 
a Mulkern act 
idder v Bridges act 
Berks v Robinson act 
Wood v Shaw act 
Gerrard v Nat Prov Bank of Bagland 
la act 
Baker v White act 
Craven v Ie, act &mij 
Lucas v Mill 


King v Reat Guarantee Soo MN act 


Daeen viiiee ss tj 
in re The London Fish Market &o Co 
adj sum 
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In re M Brown, Brown v Fairbrother, 
* adj eum 

Se on Minin: Game v Some adj sum 

Whitehall &c Soc v Harrison ict 

Cartis v Hoadley act 

Auton v Faulkner act 

— Carter act & 


Gee : ) a act 
Ia re Hunter, Hunter v Sands act 
London & Westmr Loan &c Co v Part- 
ridge act & m fj 
Bushell v Pocock act 
Veley v Cutts act 
aon v Peske act 
v Truman, re & Co act 
Lener v Leney m f a 


Sheepbridge Coal he Co v Plevins act 

Reid v Hadley act 
Vv oaks of act 

Tem v Mason act 
Brunsell v Groom act 
Dawson v Bishop act 
Whittington & Cov Walker act 
Raff v Collins act 
In re Fletcher i v Fletcher act 
In re Fletcher Dore v Litchfield act 
Sidle v Bond-Cabbell m f j 
Trustees of C B Luddy v Peard act 
Engel v by oA Taylor v Engel act 
Learoyd 


v Skipper act 
Tantuosi v De Molli act 
Sa ee & Mowkett act and 
mij 


Hey Spinning Cold v Oldham Estate 
Co ld act 


Duprey v Wonters act 
Sueumeee See - 
v act 
Hardy v Higgins act 
a 
Chadwick v Kynaston act 
In re Johneon Edevesin v Napier act 
In re Wheeler Wheeler v Wheeler act 


Causes for Trial without Witnesses. 
_ coe = a maa of Shrews- 
In re Jackson, es Soe act 
Sqith v Hull General Cemetery Co act 
Blount v Fay ‘emt 

Rp Mayet Edm v Meynell issue 


Ine ils, Hewercroft v Hillas act 
mf 


In re Chandless vy Chandless 


P. VL & 8 W ke Ry act (short) 
Ker v Whish m f j 
Greenaway v Rayner 
ne ger 
Joues v Walker m fj (short) 


Farther Considerations. 
In re Hutley, Deards vy Potts fur con 
Holt ¥ Holt far con 
Fox v Earl Amberst fur 


oo i v YDonnell 
Is re Lawton Lawton v Lawton Mills 


In re Cavaliero Cavalicro v Cavaliero 

is re Frobawk Vincent v Alpe fur om 
vw Eoche fur con 

ao ing Browning v Browning 


late 5 Seite Smith v Smith far con 
a -—ee Bandereon v Wrigh 
on 


In re The ny ke Cla 
Hae Crome te W y Co 
Harvey v Piam 
Is ras She, kee 
ve * (app of Jane Blow 
fon Oherahaen) A yroenetings 
In re Alieos Waly Allee 
In re Wocher’ s Settlement 





my v Roe 
In re The Trade Mark White Rose, &o 
In re Haseldine Grange v Stardy 
In re Marchisdus Alford v Harris 
In re Adlercron Smyth v Adlercron 
Harper v Bingley Re Murray Dixon v 
Murray 
Beeley v ‘bube & Motion 
In re The Filey Harbour Co and Co’s 


Acts 
— The British Guardian Life Asace 


ry 

In re Burton Withall v Burton 

Teague v Teague 

In re Bolton Brown v Bolton 

Symonds v City Bank 

In re Wood Wood v Trevillion 

In re Martin Smith v Martin 

In re Turner Torner v Turner 

In re Barnard’s Settlement and Trustee 


Act 
Adams v Carter 





Before Mr. Justice CuiTTyY. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Useful Patents Cov Rylands act (set 
down by order for Jane 23) 

In re Oxenham, decd Hanson v Puttock 
act (Cross-exam on affits.) 

Brough v Beavis m fj 

In re Coxke, decd Kintnt v Cooke 
act (transferred from Mr Justice 
Pearson) 

In re Buroley dec, Tibbetts v Taylor 


act 

Sanderson v Laird act 

Lister v Norton Bros & Co ld act 
(S O June 22) 

Warton v Robinson act 

Lewis v Lewis act 

Fapshawe v Smith act and m fj 

Vallance v Nouvou MondesCo act and 
counter claim 

In re Stanger dec, Stumm v Evans 
adj eum 

In re Christiansen’s Trade Mark and T 
M Act adj smns (cross exam on affi- 
davits by order) 

Skipwith v Dowling act 

In re Davall, dec Davall vy Fowler act 
(SOJT aly 1) 

Proskauer v Siebe act 

Smythies v Smythies act 

Stops v Jobneon act 

Daubnev v Horsley, Smith & Co act 

In re Daubney dec Horsley, Smith & 
Co v Daubney action trans/erred 
from V C Bacon 

Lewis v Brecon & Merthyr &c Ry Co 
act 

Adkins v Clements act 

Morgan v Windover act 

Vicary v Stroud act 

Goseet v West act 

Perry & Co ld v Turnor (trading as 
Tuarnor & Co) act 

Pickess v Watson action (set down 
witbout a ge by order) 
Bagster v Toms 

In’re WJ Sennett deo Sennett v 
Evans act 

Thwaites v Wylson (extrix &c) act 

Wood v Hath ee issue 

Pennington v Bannon 

Wombwell v Codd & Rylands act 

Martin v Hoigson 

In re T W Booker & J P Booker dec 
Phillips v Booker act 

ores (sued &c) 


Smith v L & 8 W Ry Co & anr Co act 
Williams v Danphy act 


Canses re-transferred from Mr Justice 
Field, by Order dated Zod April, 
1555. 


Pilley v Land Investment Co act 
Raseell v a: and Sanitary Engi- 
— v Hammond Electric Light Co 


Chane v Barclay act 
In re Whitlock dec, Whitlock v Whit- 
H ~~ ee 
v Natt act 
Dales v Seratton 


Senay amutl act 

Whethem © Dover act Craig 

Yraig vy Chubb, Chubb v act 
snd oranterclaima 





Bedwell v Sew 
End of Sa 


Shoplend v Harris act 

Jones v Baldock act 

White v Jackson act 

Blagrave v Ireland act 

Iblee & anr (trading &c) v Henshaw 
act 


Foster v Basan act 

Freeman v Bannon act 

Baines v Vane act 

In re Wilson dec Wilson v Wilson 
act 

Buxton v Sowter act 

Hyman Bros v Helm & Co 

Bibby v Daffy & Son act 

Barton v Backhouse act 

Macdona v Jones act 

Byaes v Bettam act 

Carr v Carr act 

Thomas v Jones act 

Eskell v Clifford act 

Terrett v Terrett act 

La Blond v -nagg act set down by ord 

White v White 

ms “ Davison, ag Wright v Davison 


Bigg v White act 

In re Mysore Reefs Gold Mining Co & 
Co’s Acts, Ex parte Watson motion 
under s 165 to refund and account 
(cross-exn on affidavits) set down in 
witness list by order 

Hollis v a act 

Lon & W. Bank ld v Taylor act 

Anderson v Epps 

In re Rees, dec, Jones v Jeffries act 
tried by Field, J—re-transferred to 
Chitty, J —restored by ord May 18 

Thorp v Hart act 


Non-witness Causes, ey Sum- 
monses and Special Cases. 

In re Agricultural & Gen] Engi 
Co ld-adj smns (to be mnie 

Mason v Mason mfj pt hd 

In re Sheard, dec Stocker v Sheard act 

In re The Indian, Kingston, and Sand- 
hurst Gold Mining Vo, Id adj sams 
(S O Jane 22) 

Penon v Catfield m fj 

In re M A & W Thomas’s E-tate 
S licitor of Treasury v Attorney-Gen 
adj «mns 

Sheppard v Hovell adj smns 

Cardigan v Curzon Howe adj smns 
No 14 Cardigan v Curzon Howe adj 
smns No 59 (repairs & Sempomnast 

Earl of Shrewsbury v Talbot act 

In re Argue Fire Insce Co—Wrigley’s 
claim adj emns 

In re Jeliffe’s Kstate, Bailey v Bailey 
adj smns 

In re Spencer’s Appin & TM Act adj 
smns (point of law) 

Lewis v Lewis adj smns 

In re Newing, dec, Laming v Newing 
adj smns 

In re W W Ker’s Estate, Cook v Ker 
adj smns 

In re nae yay — Co ld (Dren- 
nao’s claim) out cues 

In re Aberdare & Plymouth Co (White 
& Sharon’s claim) adj smns 

Clark v Religioas Tract Soc act June 3 

Bitton v Abecasis act June 11 

In re Bridge, dec Selkirk vy Meade m fj 

Attorney-Gen v Minister and Church- 
wardens of St James’s, Clerkenwell 
act 

In re the General Horticultural Co ld 

(John Wille’s Claim) adj smns 

In re dec Hatch v Hatch adj 


emns 

Ienac v Defriez adj swns 

. Lambourne, dec Ewart v Grove 

smns 

In re Northern Counties of England 
Fire Insce o Jd 26) omnes 

Hall v Hall » 

In re Saowdou ond Meredith (taxation) 


ad 
Ine 300 Jc Oddie’s Estate, Oddie v Oddie 


jj sm 
In re D oe of Mariborough’s Settle- 
ment, Duke ot Mariborough v Majori- 


— fy 
wy astle Steel & Iron Worke 





een v Usher act 
wnat v The Wakefield & Bank act & 


In re ‘5 H Brown, solicitor (taxation) 
adj smns 

In_re W Smith, dec, Hathaway v 
Bolter aoj smns 

In re W L Tarner dec Barrett v 
Frewin adj sums 

Rogers to Hndeon &V & P act adj sun 

In re Holliogbourne — Co ld (wil- 
son’s claim) adj smn 

In re Curtis, deo, Dicketts v Sheldon 
adj smns 

In re H C Tunnicliffe’s Trusts, Thorne- 
will v Tunnicliffe adj smns 

In re Northumberland Avenue Hotel Co 
1d (Sully’s case) adj smns 

The Mutual Society v Wallingford adj 
smus to vary certificate 

In re T W Salmon adj smns 

Browae v Maughan act 

Robinson and snr v Butler act & m fj 

Duke of Wel:ingtnn v Peel adj emne 

In re E J Searle’s ane Seccombe v 
Seccombe adj su 

InreCS Willicombe’ s Estate Semple 
v Routledge adj sum 

Taylor v The ed Valley Main 
Sewerage Board 

Mowatt v Tne Castle. Steel and Iron 
Works ld adj sum 

In re The London & Provincial Electric 
Lighting & Power Generating Co ld 


adj sum 
In re George Perton’s Estate Pearson 
v The Attorney-Gen adj sum 


=— v Hurchioon adj sum (taxa- 

on 

Jameson v Maskell adj sum (taxation) 

In re Bridger, a Solicitor adj sum to 
tax bill 

InreI N Bell’s Estate Lake v Bell 
(Alcock’s Claim) adj sum 

In re Tunno’s Estate Raikes v Raikes 
adj sum 

Schmitz v Cohen adj sum 

Ricbardson vy Trotter Trotter v Trotter 
seme and counter-claim) m f j 

short 

In re Hillman, Herbert & Cooper & 
TM Act adj sum to register [rade 
Mark 

In re Hobson’s Settlement Trust, 
Webster v Richards adj sum 

Pollock v Stowrton m fj (short) 

Finegan v Morley m fj (short) 

The Brid (Glamorganshire) Gas 
Works Co v Earl of Dunraven act 

Boyse v Harvey act (short) 

Thirlwall v Thirlwall m fj (short) 

Burton v Garrett act 

Pearson v Woodhouse act pt hd on 
Feb 1883 § O for accounts and in- 
quiries restored after Chief Clerk’s 
certificate produced 

Boize v Hemery act 

Earl of Abingdon v Bertie 
Karl of Abingdon act 
couater claim 

Tbomessen v Conradi m fj (short) 

Brough v Ganderton m fj a 

In re Holloway’s Sets 
Chichester v Boyes adj sum 

In re Henson’s Street Paving Co ld 
(Case of R H Browne & ors) adj sum 


Farther Considerations. 
Widdowseen v Milner fur con (8 O 
with liberty to restore—by consent) 
Io re Ald Henniker dec Hen- 

niker v Hi fur con 
v Mayne furocon & smns to 
v 80 ly by consent) 
In re Smithdec Smithv New iurcon 
8 O byorder 


aie tee Billings v Baldwin 
far con (8 O by consent) 

=> Royston deo Green v Cogan 
In re Williams dec Fenner v Brown 


far con 
In re Wood deo Wood v Downing fur 


Bertie v 
claim and 


con 

In re Evans deo Benyon v Evans 
Evans v Benyoo fur con 

Neleon v Morice fur con 

Rewlins vy Rawlins fur con 

Lobb v Ricardo for one G oon (short) 


Point 
Craik v Monckton Main Colliery Co 
raised by adj emne 











eee ee ee ae 
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——=——=——=_ 


) Bank act & 
r (taxation) 
lathaway y 

Barrett y 


act adj smn 
Jo ld (wile 


v Sheldon 
is, Thorne- 
ns 

ie Hotel Co 
3 

gford adj 


t & m fj 
dj smne 

xccombe v 
e@ Semple 
ley Main 
and Iron 


al Electric 
ing Co ld 


Pearson 
um 
um (taxa- 
(taxation) 
|} sum to 
ev Bell 
v Raikes 
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m fj 


cooper & 
x lrade 


ir con 


dwin 


‘own 


’ far 
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Procedur+s Sam-non +. 
1 reBawy ny » Kos ate 





Before Mr. Justice NoxTH. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). * 
Lewis, Merthyr &c Co. v Gething act 
Fenham v Irvine act 
Raimondi v Gt Western Ry Co act 


Transferred from Mr Justice Chitty, by 
order, dated 25th August, 1884. 

In re Harvey, dec Harvey v Lambert 
act 


Transferred from Mr. Justice Pearson, 
by order, dated 29th Deo., 1884. 

Johnstone v Earl Spencer act (June 4) 

Samson v Wilson act 

Brown v Gourand act (June 3) 

Browa v Cottrill act 

In re Bourne Edwards v Travell act 

Lawrence v Perry & Co ld act pt hd 

Tne Edison & Co v Woodhouse act 

Law v Roberts act 

In re East East v Barrow act 

Woodward v Harry act (June 3) 


Transferred from V.C. Bacon and Mr 
Justice Pearson, by order, dated 25th 
April, 1884. 

Brandon v Owen act 

In re Colbourn Jones v Edwards act 

Sprivgall v Knowles act 

N.col v Nicol act pt hd (June 2) 

Taylor v Weedon act 

Calvert v Baxter act 

— v Salway Salway v Parsons 


Kilipatrick v Littlejohn act 
shepherd v Msyor & of Norwich act 
Greenwood v Rameden act 
N E Ry Co gv Irwell 
In re Glover, Glover v Glover act 
Tyler v Hearne act 
Carr v Cumberland, &c, Bidg Soc act 
White v Warren act 
In re Eagling, Polackham v Stone act 
In re Goodall, Goodall v Goodall act 
Green v Brumner act 
Eat ma 

ington v Reynolds 
Saunders v Kent, Kent v Saunders act 
Fryer v Marsden’ act 
Patereon v St koe act 
Ia re John Bates, dec, Allen v Viccar 

act 

Carshore & Cov The N E RyCo act 
Gardner v Jay act 
Tonge v Cock act 
Howarth v Lewis act 
Sayers v Stone, Worl-y v Sayers act 
= “4 Milnes, dec, Milnes v Sherwin 


Reed virish act 

Black v Brown act 

Rust v Davidson act 

Robertson v Millett act 

Burlton v Jones act 

Barker v Purvis act and m fj 
Blaxland v Lazard act 

“= - Leeman, dec, Darley v Tennant 


a Stevenson act 

Fitch v Langley act 

Swansea Complex Ore Co, ld v Swansea 
zinc Ore Cold act 

Tbe Swansea Bank, ldv Bath act 

Crompton v Jarratt act 

Kirby v Parkes act 

Gardner v Jay act 

‘Viundle v Harding act 

Davis v Davis” act and m f j 


Traveferred from Mr Justice Pearson, 
by Oroer, 13th May, 18865. 

United Telephone Co id v Bassano act 

United ‘Telephone Co ld v Bassano act 


Trans‘erred from Mr Justice Chitty, by 
— dated ldin and 2let May, 
88). 

Tayivr V Guardians of Poor of Barnet 


nion ‘Luylor v_ Friern Barnet 
Lovel Bowa act (16th June, by 
order) 


adj 
Causes which have been postponed by | | In re Denton Binnorman v Toosey 


consent. adjd emns 
Singloton v Preston Preston v Sim- | eo — Lees v Marsland edjd 


kins = act 
Ciose v Barnotts, Hoares, & Co act 
VUlose v London Chartered Bank of 
Australia act 


Fi-lding v Oldham &c Coal Co act 


| Sunuel v Hanson we 


a ’s Mariue & Aswue ld v livlmes 


Wobster ¥ Spencer act 

Baroness Stanley of Alderley v Alex- 
ander act 

Snow v Burdett act 

Gordon v Hawkes act 

Gates v Mount 

Pyke v Mackrow at 

Steers v Rogers 

In re Johnson Mong v Shand 

Baron Kinnaird v Denny act 

Jackeon v Needle act 

Ward & anrv S H Ward & Co act 

In re Matthes Hider v Powell act 


Before Mr. Justice PEARSON. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Exchange &c. War ld v 
Financiers ld act pt hd (June 15) 
Ramskill vy Edwards act 
Houneton v Marquis of = 
Mayor of Kidwellyv Morgan Ri 
Otto v Steel act re-trans ioved 
Same v Sterne & Co ld act 
Kerr v Gandy act 
Walker v Elmslie act 
Jobneon v Starkey act 
Easton v London "e Joint Stock Bk act 
Payne v Tanner act 
Pooley v Whetham act 
= vn ‘Young’s Estate Doggett v Revett 


Snibston Colliery Co v Werstwick 
Colliery Co act 

Thomas v Doughty act 

Hays v Carter act 

Wackrill v Groom act 

Spain v Mowatt act 

Cayley v Sandycroft act 

Perry v C - ss 

Jones v 

Norman ¢ Licrdets, wh Co act 

Howard v Palmer act 

Clark v Bray act 

Byron v Hazlitt act 

Briggs & Co v Lardeur & Lambert act 

Olley v Fisher act 

Tunbridge Wells &c Bldg Soziety v 
Embery act 

Winsom v Harnid 

Mason v Streatham ke Estate C») act 

Woodward v Neale act 

Goodwin v Goodwin act 

Wills v Page act 

Mould v Landin act 

Watson v Walker act 

In re Williams Morgan v Williams act 

Shipley v Clifford act 

Tatham v Gibbs & Imber act | 

Martin v Rooke, Eyton & Co act 

Macleod v Jones act 

Lewis v De Wand act 

Met Board of Works v Improved Indstl 
Dwellings Cold act 

Powell vy Cobb act 

Kynaston v Pember act 

Parker v Downs act & m fj 

3 





Causes for Trial (without pees | 
and Adjourned Summonses (Classes 
II. and [II.). 

Arnold v Allen act 

In re Wilson Wilson v Wilson act 

Carnochan v Ireland act 

Sneyd v Sneyd act 

Wilson v Barnes act (not before June 9) | 

In re Marseilles Extension Ry Co &e | 
adj eum (appin of J H Smalipage) 

In Pd... Same (appla of Messrs Brandon) 


ij su 
Sole v Lloyd’s Banking Cold act 
In re Cooper Cooper » Cooper adjd 
smns In re Cooper, Busby v Cooper | 
(not before June 9 
J “aes v Horkin adjd smne (oot before 
une 9 
In re Simons Cox v Hicks aoi (short) | 
me -~ » Cogn, Jones v Cooke adjd 


re, Williame, Joseph v Donkios | 
tna amos 








In re Pickard, Turner v Nicholson 
damne 


Ia re Wilklas, Wilkie v Humphreys 


adjd emvs 
ee v Brown act 





Grotv Puree act 


lure Laylur, Cioak v Hammond adjd 
is = deme, Blake v Sticbal adjd 
In re Millett, Millett v Hawarth adjd 
In re Rogers, Rogers v Rogers adjd 


smne 

In re Young’s Will adjd — 

In re Miles, Miles v Miles —— 

In re Wilson, Birkbeck v Whiteley 
adjd sums 

Johnson v Mellor adjd sume 

In re Rickman, Rickman v Mitchell 
adjd sums 

In re Ashmore, Ashmore v Paley 

Hillyard v ae act 

Berlandina er adjd sums 

In re Sens Hooper v Lucas adjd 


ray | re Hawkes, Hawkes v Hawkes adjd 
ta oo Anions, Edwards v Dewar adjd 
in vo Kenton, Clarkson v Ward adjd 
~— Frere v Frere adjd sums 

re _- aaataae Deakia v Lakia adjd 
te re poy Robin v Burslam adjd 


sums 
In re Bellworthy, Bailey v Bailey adjd 
suas 





In re Cotton’s Will &c adjd sums 
London Land Cold v Hans sc 

Petrie v Oliver m fj 

~ . ) Haggitt, Phillips v Haggitt adjd | 


fan = Spencer, Thomas v Spencer asjd | 


a George, George v George adjd 
sums 

In re Cooke, Cooke v Wrightson spc 

Trevan v Seatle act 

Brown v Chenery sp c 

In re Denton Denton v Phillips 

In re Denton Phillips v Denton 

| Boas v Collinson m fj (short) (Jane 


) 
Elkins v Elkins act 
Holt v Grosvenor m f j 
In re Shipway Newzam v Shields adj 


smns 
a a Paxton v Macreight 


tat Peon Paget’s Will adj smns 
| In re Clough Bradford &c Banking Co 


vCure act&imfj 
bers: a Wilson v Crossley act & 





OS oe co V&P 
Ine Bagel De Ferrieries v Bright 
In re Atkinson Atkinson v Bruse adj 


emns 

Baron Dynevor v Tennant 

ae ee Wileon v Harding adj 
Spicer v Thomas act 


Smiles v Thomp30n act 

In re Sladen, S v Sladen adj smus 
In re Leech, Leech ¥ Potter adj sma: 

Bright v Bright adj emns 

In re Seaddine, Canals v Booun adj 
emos 


apg ae yt adj smns 
So Horsfall v Cab adj 


Settens Sued Dest-v te Om 


eervancy Board act 
Connaught Hall, 1d v Nicholson mf j 


oo Mey Hen eet agg 
re Hempsted v May con 
Bolton v 7th far con & sm»s 


In re Soame, Adams v Soame far con 

In re Griffiths Alford, dec, Haat v 
Parry far con 

Hernando-y-Horcajo v Sawtell far con 

Is re Hathorn, Hathorn v Hathorn fur 
con & smns 

Ia re Kowra, Bowra v Kent fur con 

In 1e Wade, Wade v Wade far con 


| Syers v Gladstone fur con & 2 emns 
| Ia re Cope, D'Auguier v Cope faroo 


i eee Midgley v Hall far 


= 
re Barton, Barton v Barton furcon 
In re W Willings, Corbett v Willoock 


Adjourned Summonses. 
og a 
Boswell v Coaks (expte pl ) 
Same v Same (expte deft C J Busyon 
Same v Same 
In re British & Foreign Comestibles & - 
Co & Co's Acts Beach v Same Co 
(not before June 30) 
In re Lyndon & Tra ie Marks, & Act 
Inre Miles Mies v Miles 
Brian v Barker 


la & 
In on Poynder Dickson-Poynder v 
Ia re Smith Pearson v Smith 


| Clifford v Milner 
j | In re Wainwright Spiezelberg v Wain- 
In re Green Vickress v Bullock adj 
| In re The Manchester & Oldham Bk li 
“In re Bickers Bickers v Bickers ep c | Acts 


SUMMARY. 


1.—V.C. Bacon—<Actioas with and without Witnesses... 
Sammonees 


Adjourned 
Further 


3.—Mr. Justice ca Actions 


Witness Actions .. 
Adjourned Summonses 
Farther Considerations 


| 4.—Mr. Justice Cxrrry— Witness A 


Total Causes and Matters for Heariag in the Caancery Divisvioa .. 


& Co’s 
*“* es 105 
ee *e* es e .“* 19 
“e ee e *e e 2 


ee ee ee 92 
ee ee ee il 


ee ee *e ee 25 


ee ee ee e 13 


— iil 
ee ee ee so 
Wen wheee ae Actions including Sammonees 7 
Further Considerations and Point of Law 
Procedure Summons .. ee ee ee MN ‘a 
5. —Mr, Justice Noaru— Witness Actions... ee ee ee ee 8: 
6.—Mr. Justice Pranson—Witnees Actions 46 
Non- Witness Action: & Same (Classes 2 & 3) 76 
Adjourned Sammoases (Clase 4) .. es a) 
Further Conswerations =. . ee ee 18 _ 
— 14s 
00, 





QUBEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 
Trinity Srrrines, 1885, 
New Trial Paper. 
For Judgment, 
Wyseg cal ev Pest heard before the Lord Chief Justice of Baglaad aal 


Justioes Mathew and Smith 


Por Argament. 
Set down 4th December 1884 Middlesex, Weldon (married woman) + Winsloe 


SO Plaintiff in pereon Justice 
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Set down 11th December 1884 Middlesex, Weldon (married woman) v Winslow 
SQ Defendant in person Justice Denman 

Set down 17th December, 1884 Middlesex Chancery Division Alexander v 
Long Mr Murphy Justice Manisty (Stands over for accounts to be taken in 
Chancery Division) 

Set down 22nd of December, 1884 Middlesex Breen v Stumore & Co Mr Finlay 
Justice Field 

Set down 22nd December, 1884 Middlesex Grief v Ellis & anr (Laby, 3rd 

MrC Dodd Justice Wills 

Set down 26th January, 1885 Middlesex Ward v Foster, Hight, & Co Mr Jelf 
Justice Field 

Set down 4th February 1885 Newcastle, Forster v Watson & ors Mr Walton 
Justice Cave 

Set down 6th February 1885 Croydon, Sault & Wife v Marcussen Mr Crispe 
Justice Manisty 

Set down 14th February, 1885 Middlesex, Guttenberg v Bartolloti Mr L Wyld 
Justice Grove 

Set down 16th February 1885 Mr 
Mclatyre Justice Stephen 

Set down 16th Februsry 1885 Bristol, Heaton v Midland Ry Co Mr Collins 
Baron Pollock 

Set down 17th February 1885 Taunton, Lowe v Fox Mr Hopkins Baron 


Cardiff, Griffith & anr v Blake & anr 


| Set down 24th Aoril, 1885 Middlesex, Dudwan v North Luadvna Ry Co 





Pollock 

Set <x > _ February 1885 Middlesex, Arnall v Blain Mr Finlay Justice | 
A i 

Set down 20th February 1885 Middlesex, Hart v Wright Mr Raymond Baron | 
Huddleston 

Set down 2ist February 1885 Manchester, Appleby v Smethurst Mr Addison 
Justice Day 

Set down 2ist February 1885 Middlesex, Baldry v Bates Mr Crump Baron | 
Huddleston Motion for jadgment to be argued with this motion. 

Set cosn 23:d February 1885 Middlesex, Culmer v North Met Tramways Co 
Mr Kemp Baron Pollock 

89 down 24th February 1885 Newcastle, Levinson & Cov Young Mr Walton 
Justice Cave 

Set dowo 25:h February 1885 Newoastle, Lindsay, Gracie & Cov Barter & Co 
Mr Hujlams Justice Cave 

Set down 25th February 1885 Norwich, Le Strange v Corptn of King’s Lynn 
Mr Littler LC J of Knglend 

Set doen 26th February 1885 Middlesex, Johnson v Swallow Mr Brown 
Justice A L Smith | 

< down 28th February 1885 Derby, Poole vy Ginnett Mr Hextali Justice | 

jenman 

Set down 2nd March 1885 Leeds, Smith & Co v Scott C Dodd Justice f opes | 

Set down 3rd March 1885 Liverpool, Readdy v D’Almeida Mr Gully 
Justice Wiils 

Se: down 3ra March 1885 Carlisle, Armstrong v Milburn Mr Gully Justice Day 

Set down 3rd March 1885 Middlesex, Battershall v South London Trams Co 
Mr McIntyre Baron Pollock 

Set down 3rd March, 1885 Middlesex Vincent v Day Mr Mann Justice Wills 

Set down 4th Marcb, 1885 Middlesex Sayer v Hatton Mr B Rowlands Baron 
Huddleston 

Set down March 5, 1885 Ipswich Gurneys v Reynolds Mr Grantham L C J of 
England Motion for jadement to be argued with this motion 

8-t down March 5, 1885 Derby Hollingworth vy Dobson Mr Graham Justice 


man 

= down March 5, 1885 Birmingham Edge v Boileau & ors Mr Graham Justice 
athew 

Set down 10th March, 1885 Middlesex Martin v Welch Mr Finlay Justice | 


pes 

Set down March 10, 1885 Nottingham Smith v Wallis Mr Harris Justice Den- 
men Motion for judgment to be argued with this motion } 

Set down March 10, 1885 Nottingham Smith vy Newton Mr Harris Justice Den- | 
man Motion ‘or jadgment to be argued with this motion 

Set down 10th March 1585 Derby Gregory v Wright & anr Justice Denman 

—— 10th March, 1585 Middlesex Hicks v Bedford, Clerk & ors Justice 

i 

Set cown llth March, 1885 Middlesex 
Justice Hawkins 

Set down 12th March, 1885 

Set down 13th March, 1845 


Bambridge v Randall Mr Mclatyre 


Birmingham Fisher v Smith Justice Mathew 
Middlesex Charch y Awer & anr Mr Murphy 
Justice Lopes 


Sec down 13th March 1885 Middlesex, Richards v Co of Proprietors of the W 
Middx Waterworks & H W Newton Mr Castle Baron Huddleston 


Set down 14th March 1885 Middlesex, Gibson vy Bassano Mr Willis Justice 


en 

a0 dove 16th March 1855 Middlesex, White vy Walker Donald & Co Mr | 
Waddy Baron Huddleston 

Set down 17th March 1885 Middlesex, London Tilbury and Southend Ry Co ¥ 
Kirk &anr Mr. Jones Justice Hawkins 

Set down 19th March 1885 Middlesex, How v Piffard Mr Finlay Justice 
Hawkins 

Set down 20th March 1885 Mr E Smith 

Justice man 

Set cown 241d March 1885 Middlesex, Neck & anr v Andrews Mr Kemp 
Barun Huddleston 

Set down 25th Ma:ch 1885 Middlesex, Grant v Yates Mr 
Hawkins 

Set down 26th March 1885 Middlesex, De Bhabba v Munro Mr Pailbrick 
Baron Pollock 

—" 27th March 1885 Middlesex, Lott vy Sugden Mr Grantham Justice 


y 
Set cown 2nd Apri] 1585 Middlesex, Shickle & orsy Lawrence & anr Mr B 
Rowlands for dftC K Lawrence Jastice Stephen 
Set down 2nd April 1855 Middlesex, Compagnie Fi iere et Commerciale du 
Pacifique v Peruvian Gusno Cold Mr C Kuesll Baron Huddieston 
Set down 2od April, 1685 Middlesex, Hough & Cov Boltn Mr Kemp Baron 


Nottingham, Procter vy Webster 


Willis Justice 





down 2nd April, 1885 Middlesex, Shickle & ors v Lawrence & avr Sir H 
Giffard for ditt C N Hoare Justice stepnen 
Set down 14th Apri). 1865 Middlesex, Spripgett y London and South-Western 
Beid Mr¥ Ciatke Justice Hawkins 


pes 
| Set down 27th May 1885 Middlesex, Trower v Shepheard & ors 


Set down 7th May 1885 Due ldth May 1885 


| Set down llth May 1885 Due 19th May 1885 


| Middlesex The Queen v H M Postmaster-General 


Mr 
urphy LC J of England 

Set down a April, 1885 Middlesex, Neale v Clark Mr D Seymour LCJ 

of ap 

Set down 28th April, 1885 Middlesex, Bush v Chaplin Mr McCall Justice 
Manisty m fj to be argued with this motion 

Set down dt April, 1885 Middlesex, Pearson v Harvey Mr Greene L CJ 
of En 

Set ion lst May, 1885 Middlesex, Cameron v Patent Cable Tramways Corpn 
ld MrGates LC J of England 

Set down 4th May, 1885 Middlesex, Ashmore v Borthwick Mr Man LC J 
of England 

Set dows 6th May 1885 Middlesex, Weedon v Gas Light & Coke Co Mr 
MeInt 

Set an llth May, 1885 Middlesex, Sanguinetti v Messiter & Wife Mr 
Morphy Justice Manisty 

Set down llth May 1885 Middlesex, Latham v Goodman Mr B Rowlands 
Justice Denman : 

Set down 12th May 1885 Manchester, Murdoch v Funduklien Mer Collins 
Justice A L Smith 

Set down 13th May 1885 Liverpool, Littledale & Co v Nacouz & anr Mr Mac 
Conkey Justice Wills 

Set down 13th May 1885 Liverpool, Musgrove & Co v Nacouz &anr Mr Mac 
Conkey Justice Wills 

Set down 14th May 1885 Middlesex, Hickman v Land Development Assoc 1d 
Mr Witt Justice Grove , 

Set down 16th May 1885 Middlesex, Dodson v Owen Mr Cock Justice 
Hawkins 


| Set dowa _ May 1885 Middlesex, Ponder v Berkshire Mr Fillan Justice 
A LSmit 
Set down 19th May 1885 Middlesex, Goodge v Sims Mr Kisch Justice 
Hawkins Re-entered by order 
Set o 20th May 1885 Middlesex, Cornwell vy Simpkin Mr G Bruce Justice 
A mith 
Set down 20th May 1885 Middlesex, Tennent v Stocker Mr E Clarke Justica 


Grove 
Set down 22nd May 1885 Middlesex, Fraser v Stiles Mr Gully Justice Grove 
Set down 22nd May, 1885 Middlesex, Smith v Butler Justice AL Smith — 
Set down 22nd May 1885 Middlesex, Martin v Hutchins Mr R V Williams 
Justice Denman 
Set down 27th May 1885 Middlesex, Holton & Wife v L & SW Ry Co Mr 
Lockwood Justice Lo 
Ph ia ter-on 
Justice Denman 
; SPECIAL PAPER. 
For Argument. 7 
Set down 12th March 1885 Due 20th March 1885 A P Jackson Richardson v 
Harrison & anr_ poiats of law 


| Set down 26th March 1885 Due 2let April 1885 Davidson & M Gulcher 


Electric Light and Power Co v Norton ints of law 
Set down 13th April 1885 Due 2ist April 1885 M Abrahams & Co Anderson 
v Comm! Union Assce Co Special case 
Norton, Rose & Co Hall & Cov 
LB&SC Ry vo Special 


case 
| Set down 9th May 1885 Due 15th May 1885 Woodbridge Whits v Norwoot 


Burial Board Special case before two judges 
Houghtons & B Houghton and 
anr v Cooney and anr points of law . 
Set down 20th May 18&5 Due 9th June 1885 Muaten &M LawrievL&S W 
Ry Co Special case before two judges 
Opposed Motions. “3 
For Argument. ; 
Adam, Sons & Co v Townend & Co stands over till decision of appealin bkcy 


| Baldry v Bates sued, &c motion for judgt to be argued with motion fur New 


Trial No 16 


| Gurneys, Alexanders & Co v Reynolds & anr motion for judgt to be argued with 


motion for New Trial No 29 i 
Smith v Wallis motion for judgt to be argued with motion for New Trial No 3% 
Smith v Newton motion for judgt to be argued with motion for New Tri. No 4+ 


| Bush v Chaplin motion for judgt to be argued with wotion for New ‘Triul No 57 


Adams v Coleridge stande over till atter decision of Court of Appeal 
In re & Solicitor, Ex parte R W Goddard 


| In re a Solicitor, Kx parte Spence & Bonnerman, exors, &c 
| De Rojas v Michael 
| In re ‘I'wo Solicitors, Ex parte C W Arnold 


Warrington v Trude 

Mowatt v Smith 

Ginnett v Whittingham 

In re Companies Act and In re Brazilian Submarine Telegraph Co 
Bloxam v Cullen 

Grotrien & ors v Eyre 

Stillwell & anr v Viscoust Portman & ors 

Palmer v Keats 

Lierdet v The Hammond Electric Light and Power Supply Co 
Wilson v Pilley, In re Morris, a Solicitor 

Waters v Madeley 

Jackeon v Krager 

Evans v Sabben & ors ta 
Challinor v Rider & ors, exors, & 

Kimber v Paravicini, Smith v Same, Lawrence v Same 

In re G G Williams & anr 

Davis & Co v Saintebury 

Bennett & ors v Leslie 

Courtney v Cave 

Vis, the younger v Fiedler 

Coney & anr v Roddey 


Reyoer & apr v Standard Fire Office, Imd 


5 ye Paregr. 

or Argument. 

Nisi for mandamus t' 
appoint Arbitrators Ex parteG WRyCo Argued 28th March, 1884 Ooraw, 
LC J of England and Justics Williams To be re-argued 
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or 8 
Met Pol Dist School Board for 
Cumberland 


Cheshire Langley v Churton Magistrate's case 
England The Queen v Kempson & ors Nisi for prohibition from enforcing 


a. ae deft or for new trial H H Ju 


Linco 


Met Pol Dist Bewes v Wond Magistrate’s case 
Lancashire, 





Kent The Queen v Justices for the County of Kent qt certiorari for 
London. Brightmote v May & ors Mayor's Court Nisi to enter judgt for defts 


yEssex Morrison, Wood & Co v West Ham Gas Co &anr Magistrate’s case 





order of Sessions Ex pte Lewis For three judges Nov 29, 


ir T Chambers, Jud 8 O till farther order 
tae v Wood Magistrate’s case Tobe argued 


before five judges 
judges 


order of Railway Commissioners Ex parte Gt Western Ry Co 
Staffordshire, Wolverhampton Hill & ors v Skidmore & anr County Court 
Specialcase Dft’s appeal H H Judge Griffith 
Lancashire, Live’ Parr & ors v a County Court Nisi to enter 
ier 
orkshire, W R The Queen v Birstall Board Nisi to quash order of 


Yorkshire, Halifax In re Mary Pitchforth, deod (ex pte Guardians of Halifax 
Union) County Court Special case Trustee’s appeal H H Judge Snagge 
The Queen v Commissioners for the ‘apeny od &:, of River 
Avcholme Nisi for mandamus to clear navigation Ex pte Davey & aar 


, Oldham Brierley v Cowen County Court Plaintiff's nisi for now 
trial H H Judge Hutton 
Devonshire Lapthorne & anrv Harvey M rate’a case . 
Suffolk, Ipswich Davey v Packard & Co unty Court Nisi to enter judgt 
for defts or for new trial H H Judge Roxburgh 
are Chertsey Rural Sanitary Authority v Conservators of River Thames 
te’s case 
Norfolk, Norwich Kemp v Berney County Court Special case Deft’s appeal 
H H Judge Price 
Lincolnshire The Queen v Commissioners of Sewers for the Wapentakea of 
Kirton and Skirbeck isi for certiorari for order Ex pte GN Ry Co 
Middlesex, Central Criminal Gourt The Queen v Denny Nisi for certiorari for 
indictment at instance of deft 


Middlesex, Westminster Buttner v London, Chatham & Dover Ry Co County 
Court Pits nisi for new trial H H Judge Bayley 

Lancashire, Ulverston & Barrow in Furness Benson v Huddleston County 
Court Nisi to enter judgt for deft or for newtrisl H H Judge Ingham 

Lincolnshire The Queen v Judge of County Court of Gt Grimaby & Vincent & 
ors Nisi to hear, &c action Mx parte Davy & ore, trustees, & 

Cardiganshire The Queen v The Overseers, &c of Doithie Camddwr Mandamus 
Ex parte Llanddewibrefi School Board 

Middlesex, Bow Hackett v Flood & anr County Court Special case Deft 
Flood’sapp H H Judge Prentice 

Surrey, Lambeth Offerv Kirk County Court Nisi to enter judgt for plt or new 
trial H H Judge J Pitt Taylor 

Lincolnshire, Spilsby Mason v Rhodes County Court Special case plts app 
HH Judge Stepnen 

Southampton Peet v Brunton Magistrate's case 

Devonshire The Queen v Belfield Nisi for certiorari for indictment at instance 
of defendant 

Same, Torquay Symons & Wife v Leaker & anr County Court Special case 
Deftsapp H H Judge Giffard 

Surrey, Southwark Parker & Wife v L C & D Ry Co & anr County Court 
Pits nisi for new trial as against Midland Ry Co H Cowie, Esq, Deputy-Jadge 

Hertfordshire, Hertford Hunt v Gt Eastern Ry Co County Court Pits nisi 
for new trial H H Judge Abdy 

Middlesex, Shoreditch Shipley v Tite & Sons and Young County Court Nisi 
to enter judgt for deft Young or for new trial between plt and Young 
Judge Prentice 

Middksex, Brompton Wall v Partington Advertisiag Co County Court Defts 
nisi for new trial 

Yorkshire (ER) The Queen vy Churchwardens &c of Kelham Nisi for manda- 
mus to pay money to School 

Steffordehire The Queen v Licensing Justices for Division of Pirehill North 
Detts netice of motion for new triel on mandamus tried at Birmingham before 
fdr Justice Mathew Pits cross motion to enter jadgt 

Gloucestersh're, Northleach Smith vAcock County Court Special case Agri- 
cultural Holdings Act 1853,s 23 H H Judge Sumner 

Berkshire, Newbury Plevty & Son v Martin Coynty Court Nisi to enter jdgt 
for dft or new trial H H Judge Lushington 

Glamorgantbire, Cardiff Johnston v Kinsey County Court Nisi to enter jdgt 
for dft or for: ew trial H H Judge Owen 

Dentighsbire ‘Ibe Queen v Justices of Denbigh Nisi for mandaa.us to Jj to 
hesr app~+! Ex parte Herketh 

Suseex ‘Lhe Queen v Lawes end anr Nisi for certiorari for ind:ctment at 


instance of defendants 
Dorsetshire, Shafiesv Burr v Vercoe County Court Special case Plain- 


tiffs HH Judge 2. 
Parts of Lindsey, Lincolnshire chester S and L Ry Co v Caistor Union 
Quarter reference, 12 & 13 Victo 45 Special case 


Middlesex, Westminster Sander v Sykes & Son County Court Nisi to enter 
judgt for dfts or for new trial H H Judge Bayley 

Berkebire, Reading Margreit vy S K 4 Go County Court Nisi to enter judgt 
for dfte or for new trial H H Judge Lusbington 

Lapcasbire, Liverpool Morris & Sons v Lowe County Court Nisi to euter jigt | 





tor dit or for new trial H H Judge Collier 
Rochdale Hartley v Wilkinson istrate’s case 
Durbam, South Shields Marehall v ie & Co County Court Nisi to reverse | 


order Ex parte M Marshall &anr HH Judge Meynell 

Yorkshire, ee on Hali Waight v Cobo County Court Pits niei for | 
new trial H H Judge Bedwell | 

Yorkshire, Thurne Londoo & Yorkshire Bank (Ross & ors claiman's) v Belton | 
County Court Nisi to enter judgt for clawnante T & W Ross or for new tr.al 
as between said claimants ana Smith H H Judge Bristowe 

Keot, Greenwich Khind v Franke County Court Pts nisi to vary order 

Monmouthshire Daniel v Whittield Magistrate's care } 

Met Pol Dist Greenwich Board of Works v Woolwich Mutual Benefit Buildiag | 
Soc Moegistrate’s case as 

Hertfordshire The Queen on the prosecution of the Local Goverament Board v | 
Cheshunt Local Board Mandamus Defendants motion for stay 


Yorkshire, Otley 


| Be kshire, Newbui 


Warwickshire, Birminztsm Waltho v Brooks & anr Couaty Court Nisi to 
enter judgt for pit _H H Judge Chalmers 

Crabtree v Ro’ & anr County Court Nisi to enter 

judgt for pit or new trial HH J Powell 


Southampton The Queen v Inhabitants of Southampton Nisi for certiorari for 


indictment at instance of 


aye v Thompson Magistrate's case To be argued before three | srisatesex, Westminster Pratt v Eyre County Court Plt's nisi for new tris! 


H H Judge Bayley 


Same St Johnv Eyre Same 
Surrey, Southwark McManus v J & J Greenwood 


County Court Nisi to 
enter judgt for defts or for new tril H Cowie Esq Depaty Judge 


Met Pol Dist Wright vy Ingle & ors Ingle & ors v Wright Magistrate's case 
Middlesex, Westminster Li 


tchfield v Khoosh Tonic Bitters Cold County Court 
Defendants’ nisi for new trial H H Judge Bayley 

Derbyshire, Derby Bradbury vy Turner County Court Special case Plt’s 
app H H Judge Woodforde 

Huntingdonshire The Queen v Ramsey & Somersham Junction Railway Co 
Nisi for mandamus to summon jury and assess compensation Ex pte Archdale 
and aor 

Parts of Lindsey, Lincolnshire The Queen v RevC J Bowen & anr Jj & & 
Brumjee Nisi to Justices to issue distress warrant Ex parte Standring 

Met Pol Dist Josolyne y Messon Magistrate’s case 18 & 19 Vict c 22 ss 106 


& 107 

a pe Clerkenwell Throssell vy Marsh County Court Nisi to enter jadgt 
or pit 

Surrey, Croydon Glaskio v Dixon County Court Def.’s nisi to vary order 

Hertfordshire, Watford Sibley v Higgs (Taplia clit) TT Court Nisi to 
enter judgt for pit (execution creditor) or for new trial H H Judge Whigham 

Surrey, Lambeth Couchman & anor v Tarlirg County Court Nisi to enter 
jadgt for deft or new trial W J Brooks Esq Deputy Judge 

London Investment Cold v Maughan’s Pateut Geyser Co ld & ors Mayor’s 
Court Nisi to enter judgt for pits or new trial 

Glamorganshire The Queea vy H H Jutge of the County Court of Glamorgan- 
shire holden at Swansva & Loxton et Ux County Court Nisi t> settle and siga 
case Loxton & Wife v Griffiths Exote Griffi-hs 

Wells The Queen v Livett & anr Jj, & & Wells Urban Sanitary Authority 

Mate 1 Dist Ves rar St Yous Tiaep wae Hoopel Magistra 
et Po) Dist Vestry of St » Hamps' v te's case 

Cumberland, Whitehaven Cowler v Moresby Coal Co id County Court 
Special case Defendant's appeal H H Judge Ingham 

Wells Wells Waterworks Co id v Wells Urban Sanitary Authority Magistrate's 
case 

Great Yarmouth Hay‘s v Francis Magistrate’s case 

Yorkshire, ER Tbe Queen v Burial Board for Parish of Kilham Niusi for 
mandamus to allow auditors to audit accounts Expte Gutherless & ors 

Lin-oloshire The Queen v H H Judge of the County Court of Lincolnshire 
holden at Great Grimsbeby & anr & West Nisi to issue execution Re West- 
moreland a bankrupt Expte Briggs 

Same v The Qaeen H H Jadge of the County Court of Lincolnshire holden at 
Great Grimsby & anr & Ayscough Nisi to hear execution Re Westmoreland 
a bankrupt Expte Briggs 

Shropshire, Newport Treasure v Puoler County Court Defendant’s nisi for 
new trial H H Judge 

Yorkshire, Scarborough Brunton v Robson County Court Special cass 
Defendant’s appeal H H Jadge Bedwe'l . 

London Hayward v Met Ry Co City of London Court Special cave Plain- 
tiff’s appeal Mr Commissioner Kerr, Judge 

Middlesex, Bloomsbury Claremont v Wilmot County Court Nisi to enter 
jadgment for defendant or for new trial 

Lancashire, Oldham Gartside vy Hodson County Court Nisi to enter jadgment 
for plaintiff or new trial 

Sussex The Queen v Mayor &c of Brighton Nisi for certiorari for inquisition 
at instance of J Austin 

Derbyshire, Alfreton Bottomley & Co v Morton County Court D-sfendant’s 
nisi to set aside order on j adgment summoas 

London Buck & aor (trading &c) v Adams & ors County Court Nisi to 
enter judgment for derend .at Adame or for new trial 

Huotingdon Alexander v U a Magietrate’a cise 

Glamorganshire, Bridgend Lleyd v Humby County Court Nisi to enter judgt 
for deft or new trial 

Glamorganshire, Neath Gale & Sons v Copp (Usher & Co clits) County court 
Special case Claimant's «pp H H Judge Beresford Davis Magistrate's case 

Met Pol Dist Nicholls v Davis Magistrate’s case 

Carmarthenshire, Llanclly Svans v Hepworth & Son County Court Doeft's nisi 
for new trial HH Ju ge Beresfo 


| London Dickeseon v Ward Mayor's court Pit's nisi for new trial 
| Kesex Parker v Walsh Magistrate’s case 


Huntingdonshire, St Neots In re Couvty Courts Act and In re Bowyer County 
Court Nisi to enter judgt for trus:ees for liquidation by arrangement of R P 
Hooton or for new trial H. H. Judge Bazshawe ; 

Middlesex, Westminster Sims v Lonion Necropolis Co Coanty Court Plt's 
nisi for new trial H H Judge Bayley 

pos | Manchester, &c, Trans Co v Henderson Magistrate's case 

London * wana Gregory Mayoc’sCourt Nist to enter judgt for pit o: for 
new tris 


| Midole-ex, Marylebone Bonch & Wife v Gt W Ry Co County Court Nisi to 
adge Stonor 


enter judgt fur defts or f-r new trial H H J 

Gt W RyCo v Bagge & Co County Court Spocial case 
Pit’savp H & Judge Lashiogton 

Gloucestershire, Wiocscombe Preen, trastee, &o, v Holder Couaty Court Nisi 
to enter judgt for deft or for new teiel H ti Judge Sumner 

Huntiogdon Alexander v Cooper Magistrate's case Nisi to strike case out of 


paper 

Lsegadl Evans v Ellis & aar Court of Passage Nisi to enter judgt for pit or 
for new trial F H Boyle Esq, Assistant Judge 

Staffordshire, Cheadle taney, admiox, v J & C Waime County Court Nisi 
to enter judgt for ¢efts or for new trial H A J Jordan 

Staffordshue The Queen v Sheriff of Staffordshire Nisi for mandamus to give 
judgment on inqgutsition agaiast L & N W Ry Co Ex parte Mayner 

Letoestershire, Ashby-de-le-Zouc Aspley, an infant v Goodall County Court 
Niri to enter judgt for dett or new trial HH J Hooper 

Surrey, Lambeth Thorp v Cregeen County Court Pitf’s nisi for new trial 
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Lrnecolnsbire, Parts of Keetevin The Queen v Carter & anr Nisi for certiorari 
for order of Jj Ex pte Smith 

L The Queen v Aspinall Nisi and Presentment Expte Elias & anr 

M x, Westminster Turner v Hamilton CountyCourt Nisi to enter judgt 
for deft or new trial HH ns ace a | 

Middlesex, Brompton Morganv P & Wife County Court Deft’s nisi 


for new trial 
Met Pol Dist Vestry of St Leonard, Shoreditch v Holmes Magistrate’s cass 
Glamorganshire, Bridgend Morgan v Humby County Court Nisi to enter 
judgt for deft or new trial H Jeffries, ~~ Deputy Judge 
Warwickshire, Birmingham Dovey v Uo of Proprietors of Birmingham Caval 
Navigns County Court Nisi to enter judgt for pit for £50 HH Judge 
Chalmers 
REVENUE PAPER. 
Causes for Hearing. 
Attorney General v Ellis & ors 
Attorney General v Weleh Granite Co ld & ors 
Attorney General v Reeve 
Cases as to Income Tax. 
Mayor, Commonalty & Citizens of Londons, Applts and Blake (Surveyor of 
Taxes), respt Blake (Surveyor, &c.), Appit and the Mayor, &c, of London, 


ts 
St Andrew's Hospital, Applts and Shearsmith (Surveyor, &c) respt 


Causes for Hearing before Mr. Justice Cave. 
Motions. 
In re Fowle, W Ex parte Trustee v O’Connor with witnesses 
In re Parker & Parker Ex parte Shorts vy Trustees 
In re Cules Ex parte Barter v Trustee 
In re Yorke Ex parte Comptroller 
Inre Freeman Ex parte Castle adj appeal 
In re Singleton & Tattershall Ex parte Trustee v Mitchell 
In re Same Ex parte Trustee v Whitehall Co 


In re Blakeway & Thomas Ex parte Trustee v Dimsdale 
InreSame Ex Trustee v Mrs Blakeway 
In re Spartali parte Foscolo & Co pt ha 


In re Same Ex parte Credit Lyonnais pt hd 
In re Mahler Ex parte Falvey v Trustee 
In re Smith, H G Ex parte Trustee v Clatton & Hussey 
In re Parker & Parker Ex parte Trustees of Hyde’s Will 
In re Lingard Ex parte Lingard app from County Court 
In re Williams Ex parte Press Bros 
Mr Justice Cave will not sit in Baskruptcy till Monday, June 8, except to 
deliver judgment in “ In re Pickersgill ” on Tuesday, Juve 2. 


Appeals from County Courts for Hearing before a DivistonaL Court. 

In re Johnstone Ex Singleton 
In re Stockton and Sabistan Ex parte Gibson pthd 
In re Sykes Ex parte Blackburn 
InreTuly Ex parte Neville 
In re Brightmcre Ex parte May 
In re Villar Ex parte Margrett 
In re Chappell Ex parte Chappell 
In re Tidcombe Ex pa te Wallis 
In re Grant Ex perce New Z2aland Estates Co 
In re Wolstenholme Ex parte Wolstenholme 
Inre Wise Ex parte Wise 
In re Ellison & Vagge't Ex parte Whitebead pt hd 
In re Hook Ex parte Gloucestershire Banking Co 
Ia re Powers Ex parte Phillips & Stafford 

N.B.—A Divisions! Court in Bankruptcy will sit on Tuesday, June 9, and on 
Wedneeday, Jane 10. 


Cases standing over pent te be peers to the List on application of 
ounsel. 
In re Truninger, J U Ex parte Levy, G and Official Receiver 
In re »JC Ex parte Trustee v Simmons 
In 1e Stewart & Sons Ex parte Trustee v Yates 
In re Holland Ex parte Nicholls v City Conservative Club 
In re Same Ex parte Trustee v Same 
In re Taylor Ex parte Dyer v Trustee 
In re P Ex parte Cullen and anr 
Ia re Gib Ex parte Morrison and Aitchison 
In re Elias Ex parte Trustee 
In re Same Ex parte Same 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jorxst Stock Compantres. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 

Brrrtisn Biscurr and CoNPECTIONERY Company. LimITED.—Pectition for winding 
p- presented May 77 _ directed to be heard before Chitty, J., om Saturday, 
une6. Wilkins and Fanshawe, Queen Victoria st, soliciturs for the petitioner 
CLaYtow Mitt MANUFACTURING Company, LimITED.—Pearson, J., has fixed June 

§, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
GateTy THEATRE Company, LimiTyD.—Petition for winding up, presented May 
2, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on June 6. Goldring, White Lion 

st, Norton Folgate, solicitor for the petitioner 

“TEvTONIA” STEAMSHIP ComPasy, LimITED,—Petition for winding up, presented 
May 27, directed to be heard betore Kay, J., on June 6. Lowless and Co, Mar- 
tin’s lane, Cannon st, solicitors for the petitioners 
' Gazette, May 29. 


AMICABLE Fine Orricr, Liuirep.—Petition tor winding up, presented May 29, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on June 13. Field mal Co, Lincoln's inn 


fields, agents for Sharman and Co, Liverpool, solicitors for the petitioner 
Lactisa Manvuvactvnine Company, Limtren.—Petition for wi 


®, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on June 12. 


sented May ark 1 
Co, Lincotn’s inn fields, soticitors for the petitioner — 


{ Gazette, June 2.) 


—, up, pre- | 





Frrenpoty Socretres Disso.vev. 
BESSEMER SICK AND AccIDENT Society, Bessemer Machine Office, Ebbw Vale, 
Monmouth. May 23 
Lacock FRIENDLY Socrety, George Inn, Lacock, Wilts. May May 29.) 
FRIENDLY Socrety, Prince of Wales Inn, Kingsthorpe, Northampton. May 28 
[ Gazette, June 2.) 











. SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


| June 10.—Messrs. Epwrn Fox & BousFIELD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
Properties, Shares, &c. (see advertisement, May 30, p. 510). 

June 8.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart, at 
3 p-m., sa Ground Rents and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, 
this week, p. 4). 

June 8.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, Storr, & Sons, at their Mart, King-street, Covent- 

| garden, Jewels, &c. (see advertisement, this week, p. 10). 

June 9.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart, at 
2 pm. Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, this week, 
p. 4). 

June 9.—Messrs. DRIVER & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Estate (see 
advertisement, this week, p. 3). 

| June 10.— Messrs. Epwin Fox & BOUSFIELD, at the Mart, at 2p.m.,Shares (see 
advertisement, this week, p. 10). 

June 10.—Messrs. DANIEL SMITH, Son, & OAKLEY, at the Mart, at 1 for 2 p.m., 
Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, this week, p. 1). 

June 11.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart, at 
2 p.m., Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, this week, 


p. 5). 
| June 11.—Messrs. C. C. & T, Moor, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Properties 
(see advertisements, this week, p. 10). 
June 11.—Messrs. Norton, Trist, WATNEY, & Co., at the Mart, Freehold 
Properties (‘see advertisement, this week, p. 2). 
| June 12.—Messrs. BAKER & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Properties (see 


this week, p. 7). 






| June 12.— Norton, TRIsT, WATNEY, & Co., at the Mart, Reversion, 
| , &c. (see advertisements, this week, p. 2). 4 
June 12.— ALTON & LEE, at the Mart, at 2 p.m,, Freehold Properties 


(see advertisement, this week, p. 8). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 





BIRTH. 
FRASER.—May 21, at 27, Telford-avenue, Streatham-hill, 8.W., the wife of H. L. 
Fraser, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 


| TH. 
Commaen.—-ieg 30, at Camberwell New-road, Charles Allen Cosedge, solicitor, 
aged 44. 








| Tenders will be received by the National Bank of Australasia up to the 
9th of June for South Australian Government Four per Cent. Inscribed 
Stock to the amount of £1,560,400, with interest commencing from the 
1st of October next. The principal is repayable at par between the lst 
of October, 1916, and the Ist of April, 1935, upon giving six 
calendar months’ notice. The minimum price is £98 10s. per cent. It is 
stated that the loan is required for railways and other public purposes. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
TUESDAY, June 2, 1885. 
Maunsell, Thomas, Reading, Lieutenant Colonel. May 14 
THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883, 
FRIDAY, May 29, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Allen, Edwin, Berrow, Worcestershire, Baker. Worcester. Pet May 26. Ord 
May 26. Exam June 9 at 11.30 
ap, a py” Leeds, Civil Engineer. Leeds. Pet May 27. Ord May 27. Exam 
June 16 at 11 
Bayley, Joseph, Cheltenham, Cook. Cheltenham. Pet May 21. Ord May 26. 
xam June 19 at 12 
Bogue, David, King William st, Strand, Publisher. High Court. 
Ord May 27. Exam July 1 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bostock, Robert James, Market Drayton, Salop, Clothier. 
Pet May 9. Ord May 27. Exam June 17 at 12 at Nantwich 
Botting, William Henry, Blandford, Dorsetshire, Innkeeper. Pet 
| May 27. Ord May 27, Exam June 11 at 12.30 at County hall, Dorchester 
| Broom, Thomas, City rd, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet May 27. Ord 
| May 27. Exam July 1 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Broomhall, Johu Beech, Newcastle under Lyme, Tailor. Hanley, Burslem, and 
Tunstall. Pet May 27, Ord May 27. Exam June 19 at 11 at the Town hall, 


Hanl 
Butterell, William James, Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet May 27. Ord May 
27. Exam June 18 at 11.30 
Ciark, Joorme Sidney, West Croydon, Mattress Manufacturer. Croydon. Pet 
May 26. Ord May 26. Exam July 3 
| Fleet, George, Birmingham, Oil Dealer, Birmingham. P@t May 26. Ord May 
| 26, Exam June 22 at 2 
| Harper, George, Millom, Cumberland, Publican. Whitehaven. Pet May 5. Ord 
May 27. Exam June 22 at 12 
Hevey, Daniel, Lambeth walk, Haberdasher. High Court. Pet May 23. Ord 
May 26. Exam July 3 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
House, Emma, Henley on Thames, Widow. Reading. Pet May 23. Ord May 23. 
Exam June 18 at 2 at Assize Courts, Reading 
Howard, Jesse Walter, Shaftesbury st, New North rd, Hoxton, Box Maker. 
High Court, Pet May 26. Ord May 27. Exam July 3 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
e 
} 
| Lakin, Edwin, Burton on Trent, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
May 2, Ord May 2%, Exam July 16 at 1.30 
| ls, Wiliam, Lexden, Essex, Coachbuilder. Colchester. Pet May 26. Ord 
May 2%, Exam June 16 at 8 at the Town hall, Colchester 





Pet May 27. 


Nantwich and Crewe. 
Dorchester. 


Burton on Trent, 
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. or George, at odar 2 Pontypridd, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet May26. Ord 
une 1 
Nixon, es <4 a yy eek, Baker. Bury St. Edmunds. Pet May 4. 
y 26. une 8 & 
shires, William Henry, Leeds, Joiner. Leeds. PetMay27. Ord May27. Exam 
une 16 at 11 
Bier, Robert & t, Euston rd, Stationer. High Court. Pet May 27. Ord 
May 27. Exam June 30 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Stoakes, John Dateston, Lincoln, Tailor. Lincoln. Pet May 26. Ord May 26. 
Exam June 16 at 2.30 
se — p Gecnge, Wressle, Yorkshire, Huckster. Kingston on Hull. Pet May 
Ord May 27. Exam June 15 at 2 at the Court house, Townhall, ull 
Waiker, George Henry Robert, Water lane, Great Tower st, Stationer. High 
pa a Pet May 26. Ord May 27, Exam June 30 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
elds 


White, Henry, Wimborne Miseter, Dorsetshire, Saddler. Poole. Pet May 27. 
Ord May 27. Exam June 214 at 3 
Williams, Josiah, Treorkey, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet May 26. 
Ord May 26. Exam June 16 at 2 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
oro: A W., St Albans’ pl, St James’s. High Court. Ord Jan 15. Rescd 
¥irst MEETINGS. 


Alps, Ba Best, Berrow, Worcestershire, Baker. June9 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 
ore 
Belew, ens Brett, Fulford, York,Gardener. June 5at 2. Official Receiver, 
Barge, ramets Weston st, Bermondsey, Soar Maker. June5 atii. 383, Carey st, 
incoln’s inn 
Barlow, Edward, Manchester, Underclothing Manufacturer. June 18 at3. Offi- 
cial Receiver, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manches' 
Barron, Joseph Hainsworth, and George Brumfitt, Morley, Yorkshire, Woollen 
Manufacturer. June 5at 12. Official Receiver, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Barron, Joseph Hainsworth (sep estate), Scarcroft, nr Leeds, Woollen Manu- 
facturer, June5 at1. Official Receiver, 22, Park row, Ss 
Bayley, J Joseph, no fixed abode, Cook. June 5 at 4. County Court, Chel- 
n 
Besmath, t. William, Aston-juxta-Sirmingham, Builder. June 10 at 11. Official 
Receiver, Birmingham 
Bolton, Francis Lee, Liverpool, Iron Merchant. June 9 at 2. Official Receiver, 
35, Victoria st st, Liverpoo ol 
Dewhirst, Edmund (sep estate) Bradford, Spinner. June 10 at 11.30. Law Insti- 
stute, Piccadilly, Bradford 
Dewhirst, Thomas, and Edmund Dewhirst, Bradford, Yorks, Spinners. June 10 
atll. Law Institute, Piccadilly 
Dewhirst, Thomas (sep estate), Horton, Bradford, Spinner. June 10 at 11.15. Law 
Institute, Piccadilly, Bradford 
Diggle, George, Manchester, Auctioneer. June 18 at 3.30. Official Receiver, 
Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st. Manchester 
Fleet, Sestee, Birmingham, Oil Dealer. June 9 at 11. Official Receiver, Bir- 
mingham 
Flower, Robert, Sherborne, Dorset, Watchmaker. June 5 at 1°30. Official Re- 
ceiver, Sal isbury 
Fonts, Thomas, Wheelton, Lancashire, Joiner. June 6 at 11. 16, Wood st, 
olton 
Franks, James, Wales Farm Dairy, Acton, Dairyman. June 5 at 11. 28 and 29, 
St Swithin’s lane 
Furnivall, Penn, Ashton under Lyne, Surgeon’s Assistant. June1l atil. Official 
Receiver, Townball chbrs, Ashton under Lyne 
Hardwick, John, Manchester, Furniture Dealer. June 10 at 12. Court house, 
Encombe place, Salford 
Howaid, Harriet, Denbigh, Dealer in Glass, June 5 at 11. Official Receiver, 
Cry i chbrs, Chester 
Hutchison, Nottingham, Printer. June 5 at 12. Official Receiver, 1, High pave- 
ment, Notti ngham 
Jones, Lewis, Aberystwith, Cardiganshire, Innkeeper. June 5at 12.30. County 
Court Oftice, Aberystwith 
L ae. Paw in, Burton on Trent, Licensed Victualler. June 8 at2. White Hart 
ote! ton 
Legg, John, Lenthenbend, Grocer. 
st, Westminster 
Morgan, com if Hafod, ur Pontypridd, Grocer. June 8at3. Official Receiver, 
eithyr Tydfi 
Meutne David, Blackburn, Lancashire, Draper. June 19 at 3.30. Official Re- 
ceiver. Ozden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Nixon, Robe:t, Ixworth, Suffolk; Baker. June 8 at 3.90. Guildha'l, Bury St 
Sdmunds 


Pemberton, John, Salford, Lancashire, Boi'er Maker. June 10 at 11.30. Court 
house, Enc ombe pl, Sal ford 

Prideaux, John Henry, Brixham, Devon, Draper. 
Hotel, Exeter 

Ric hardson, George, Welland, Worcestershire, Farmer. June 5 at 11. 
Receiver, Worcester 


June 5 at 1. Rougemont 

Roberts, John, Welshpool, Montgomeryshire, without occupation. June 5 at 

1.45. Public Hall, ae rd, Oswestr: 

Ruff, Herbert William, Cannon st, Tobacconist. ‘June 8 at 12. 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Shepherd, Lucy Sophia, Leamington, Boot Dealer. June 6 at 11.50, Official Re- 
oan, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Smith, William, Coventry, Licensed Victualler. June 6 at 10.15. Official Re- 
ceiver, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Stent, James, Liphook, Hampshire, Grocer. June 9 at 12, Chamber of Com- 
merce, 145, Cheapside 

Stoakes, John Anderton, Lincoln, Tailor. June 16 at 12.30. Official Receiver, 2, 
St Benedict's sq, Lincoln 

Summers, Robert, East Retford, Nottinghamshire, Licensed Victualler. June 16 
at iz. Olticial Receiver, 2, St Benedict's ay, I sincoln 

Thomas, James, Abingdon, Be rks, Cabinet Maker, June 17 at 12. Official Re- 
ceiver, St Aldate’s, Oxtord 

Williams, Joseph, Manchester, Dentist. June 19 at 3, Official Receiver, Ogden’s 
chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Williams, Josiah, Treorkcy, Y strady fodwe, Glamorganshire, Grocer. June 8 at 
2.30, Official Receiver, Merthyr Tydtil 

The following amended notice is substituted ony that published in the 
London Gazette of May 26 

Hughes, Thomnus John, Maidstone, Meson, June 5 at 3.15. Official Receiver, 

Weck st, Maidstone ‘ 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Allen, Edwin, Berrow, Worcestershire, Paker, Worcester. Pet May 26. Ord 
May 26 

Anneveld, Francis E Meverd, addrees unknown, Commission Agent, High Court. 
Pet le bs. Ord May 

Sere. 3 Roger, eccsainds, Lancashire, Ironmongor, Preston, Pet Apr 20. 
Or 

Bernstein, David, New Bond at, Traveller to Cigar Importers, High Court. Pet 

May 16, Ord May 22 

Bish, Trdwin, Leods, Grocer, Leeds, Pet May 22, Ord May 27 





June 8 at 2. Official Receiver, 119, Victoria | 





Official | o2!8 
clal | Carman, John, Topsham, Devonshire, Innkeeper. 








Brady, Arth Gibbons, Kingston Hull, Blacklead Manufacturer. King- 
ston upon fall. 1. Ord May 23 al, 
B uteerel, William James, Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet May 27. Ord 


Fo 4 g, Wim, Bolton, Lancashire, Relieving Officer. Bolton. Pet May 22. Ord 
Fowler, Thomas, Wheelton, Lancashire, Joiner. Bolton. Pet May 23. Ord 


26 
Guerin, ‘Timothy, Leyton, Essex, Builder. High Court. Pet May 13. Ord 
Harding, Richard Charles, Cartlett, Manevtesiueet, Licensed Victualler. 
Pembroke Dock. Pet 


April 23. Ord May 
Hervey. Oe, William, Romford, Eons, Saddler. Chelmsford. Pet March 


Jobn, John , dnl Cardiff, Butcher. Cardiff. Pet Mey 19. Ord Ma 
J ches, 9 Thurl oxton, Somerset, Blacksmith. 1idgwater. Be May 11. 


rd May 
Johnson, "esi Herbert, Leamington, Butcher. Warwick. Pet May 7. 
dr | em Elgin rd, St Peter’s pk, Gent. High Court. Pet March 20. 
ones Las, Ab Aberystwith, Cardiganshire, Innkeeper. Aberystwith. Pet May 


Lakin, Edwin, Burton on Trent, Licensed Victualler. Burton on Trent. Pet 
‘a a 

Ling god, Jam somes amuel, Southchurch, Essex , Builder. Chelmsford. Pet Feb. 
oe, Georse, "Chrisp st, Poplar, Linen Draper. High Court. Pet April 13 


Mason, Elen, Boyle st, Saville row, Old Burlington st, Lodging house Keeper. 
High Court. Pet May 5. Ord May 27 

Mason William, Stamford Bridge, Borks, Draper. York. Pet May 6. Ord May 22 

5 John Edmund Sill, Leeds, out of business. Leeds. Pet t May’: 21. 


ay 23 
Orr, James, Canterbury rd, Brixton, Livery Stable Keeper. High Court. Pet 
May 23. Ord May 23 
ee Shaagetinn, Southampton, Bootmaker. Southampton. Pet May 18. 


Powell *X chelstan Geties, Abe th, Cardiganshire, Surgeon Dentist. 
Aberystwith. Pet May 13 Oni Bin : 

Rebate, John, Carnaryon, Grocer. Boner. Pet May 16. Ord May 26 

Robi 1 Martha, Whittlesey, Cambridge, Innkeeper. Peterborough. Pet 


25. Ord Ma 
nat ae Wi = Cannon st, Tobacconist. High Court. Pet April 30. 


i May 
simith, Jesse, Brierley Hill, Staffordshire, Grocer. Stourbridge. Pet April 58. 
1d May 2 
Steele, John, Bury St Edmunds, Probate Registry Clerk. Bury St Edmunds. 
Pet April 16. Ord May 23 
Stoakes, John Anderton, Lincolo, Tailor. Lincoln. Pet May 26. Ord May 26 
Supce te. J ae Johnson, Widres, Lancashire, Plumber. Liverpoo!. Pet May &. 
ay 
Valentin, Moritz, gl Sevcaner st, Leicester sq, Tobacconist. High Court. 
Pet May 7. Ord May 
Varn. George sprchdo e, Fulbam rd, Dealer in Tobacco. High Court. Pet 
arch 1 
Whipp. costes. | ‘Shaw, ur Oldham, Minder in a Cotton Mill. Cldham. Pet May 
rd May 21 
White, Henry. Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Saddler. Poole. Pet May 27. 
rd Ma 
Whitehouse, Sarah, Edgar Isaac Whitehouse, Henry Edward Whitehouse, 
and Joseph Trubshaw wh See, om Staffordshire, Chrin Menufac 
turers. Dudley. Pet May 5. Ord May 23 
ae, me William, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer. Leeds. Pet May 6. 
ay 


The fol!owing amended notice is substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of May 22. 
Wallis. Ambrcse Willi: m, Sheffield, Bleck: mith. 
May 20 





Shefficld. Pet /mils2. Od 


TuespayY, June 2, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Teck, Fiarcis Henry Valentine, Altrighton, Salop, Chemist. Madeley. Pet 
May 27. Ord May 28. am June 17 
Bostock, John, Wheatsheaf, nr Wrexhem, Iublicen. Wrexham. Pet May 29. 
Ord May 28. Exam June 17 at 2 
Breadbrie . Williem Thomas, Hastings, Builder. Hastings. Pet May 6. Ord 


ay 30. am June 29 
Excter. Tet May 29. Qod 
Exam June 19 ati 


May 29. 

Chisman. William, Stockton on Tees, Carter. Stcckton on Tecs and Middles- 
borough. Pet May 30. Ord May 30. Exam June 9 

Clay pole, George, Gebtecets, , Rated, Bootmaker. Leicester, Pet May 29. Ord 
May 30. Exam July 

Oop ley. Reese, Bradford, “Yorks, Glass Dealer. Bradford. Pet May 2. Ord 
May 29. Exam June 16 at 12 

Davies, y* - Morgen, Lhancobe. Cumegieodre Woolen Manufactwer 
Carmarthen. Pet May 80. Ord May June 9 


Deve. Fepk, Cambridge , bt Cambridge. Pet May %. OniiMa 

xam June 24 at 

Dunn, Willies Maurice, Reading, Undertaker. Reading. Pet May 12. Ord 
May 30. Exam Junels a t 2 at the Assize Courts, Reading 

Forster. 7 yoy Neweastle on Tyne, Public an. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet May 
29. Ord May 2. Exam June il 

Frost, William John, Bath, Licensed Victualler. Bath. Pet May 30. Ori May 
30, Exam June 18 at 11,30 

Fry, Frederick Goss, roy: Lancashire, yay = rr. Liverpool. Pet May 
28. Ord May 29. une 11 at 11 at Court house, Government bides, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 

Genedem, Charles, enry, Cardiff, Grocer. Cardiff. Pet May 2. Ond May 9. 

am July $ at 

Genese, Samson, Gt Russell st, Bloomsbury, Tailor. High Court. Pet May 38. 
Ord May 28, Exam July $ at 11 at 34, Lincoln's inn fields 

Hall, John, Southampton, Watchmaker, Southampton. Pet May 28. Oni May 
28. Exam June 11 at 12 

Heath, Francis, birstal, Yorks, Grocer, Dewsbury. Pet May 3 Ord May 


Exam June 90 
Hogarth, Robert Geo ree, & South SRichin, Tailor, Newoastle on Tyne. Pet May 
June l 


80. Ord May 30. 

Holden, Je Sonthport, CE csenchint Joiner. Li pal, «Pet 2. 
Ord May ». Seay Sune 11 at 11.90 at Court ay A 
Victoria's at, iAveepee, 00 

Huson, Ph Stockton on Tees and 


tho Yorks, Bootmaker. 
tba by a Ord thay Exam June 9 
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wntag 2 Ord Stay’ sents yo, Exam June: feattondakire rn , Milk Seller. Birmingham. Pet 


oolfardisworthy, Devonshire, Farmer. Exeter. Pet May 

16, Oe Lee Woottardisw 19 atl 
er, ey. Derby, Horse Dealer. Derby. Pet May 28. Ord May 
Neil, John, pe hy Horse Dealer. Leeds. Pet May 28. Ord May 28, Exam 

June 16 at 11 
Woreestershire, out of business. Dudley. Tet May 
Ord May 29. Exam June 9% at 11 
Redford, Jobs Gorton Go Gorton, Lancashire, Farmer. Manchester. Pet May 30. 
Russell Gin, iol Thenene ‘Remeit Hinctincd 1 Rag Merchants. High 
omas olomew close, s Merchants. Hig 

Court. Pet May 27. Ord May 28. Exam June 30 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
ab — ag a Beery, St Mawes, Cornwall, Licensed Victualler. Truro. 
y 28. Exam June 18 at i1 


fy ~s , Auctioneer. Derby. Fet May 30. Ord May 30. 
une 13 at 10 


lor, Fine and Kate Edwards, Hove, Sussex, Schoolmistresses. Brighton. 
May 28. ee. Exam June i8 at 12 

Thornton, William Daniel, Bradford, Yorkshire, Dyer. Bradford. Pet May 29. 
Ord re Josep Exam June 16 at 12 

Wout ttey Sedgley, Stettordshire, , Engine Driver. Dudley. Pet May 29. 
une 25 at 11.30 

Witlame” i. Cowbridge, Glamorganshire, Farmer. Cardiff. Pet May 8. 
Exam June 11 at2 


Ord May 22. 
Willis, Bille, Geo ge, Sherborne, Dorset, Tailor. Pet May 28. Ord May 28 
une 1 


‘es om: Scarborough, Smack Owner. Scarborough. Pet Msy 28. Ord 
Exam June 16 at 12 


Fiest MEETINGS. 


Adams, Eliza — Old Kent rd, Cheesemonger. June 11 at 12. 33, Carey 
Lincoln’s inn 
Francis Henry Valentine, Allbrighton, Salop, Chemist. 
Star and Gorter Hotel, Wolverhampton 
Boothman, John Peter, and Thomas Boothman, Dewsbury, Wood Staplers. 
non 12 at 12. Dewsbury County Court District. Incorpoiate: d Law Society, | 


, Robert James, Market Drayton, Salop, Clothier. June 9 at 2. Official | 
Receiver, Nelson ano ara Newcastle-under-Lyme 
Blandford, Dorset, Innkeeper. June 9 at 12, The 


ig Hotel. \ Wimbom me 
B John Beech, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Staffordshire, Tailor. June 9 
at 4. Receiver, Nelson place. Newcast e-under-Lyme 


:own, Robert Gosset, Stan! gdans, Kensivgton pk, Doctor of Medicine. June 
itatil. 33, st, Lincoln’s inn 
Butterell, William a, Sheffield, Grocer. June 10 at 11. Official Receiver, 


Laura, Weston-super-Mare, Dealer in Art Needlework. June 9 at 
12.50. inthe Railway Hotel, Weston-super-Mare 
Carman, John, — \ ‘Devon, snnkeeper. June 12 at 10. The Castle of 


Cook, John, _ "Pavelbeis, Lower Clapton, Boot Dealer. June 10 at 2. Bank- 
, A st, coln’s inn fields 
John Morgan, Lianstepban, Carmarthenshire, Weaver. June 9 at 11. 
Receiver, 11, ney st, Carmarthen 
June 12 at 12. Official Receiver, 5, 


Yeovil. 


June 11 at 12. 


Dawson, Frank. Cambridge, Fishmonger. 

F; Chamberlain, Broad st bidgs. Solicitor. June 11 at2. Bank- 
ruptcy Portugal st, Linco!n’s inn fields 

Forster, Joseph, Newcastie on Tyne, Publican. June 12 at 2. Official Receiver, 

chbrs, Newcastle on e 

Hall, J Southampton, Watchmaker. June 11 at 2. Official Receiver, East 
st, 

Tigger. Sostee, Millom, Cumberland, Publican. June 11 at 2. 67, Duke st, 
rch Batley Birstal, Yorks, Grocer. June 11 at 10. Official Receiver, Bank 
€ 


i w, Harry Victor Lloyd, and Reuben Shuttleworth, Commercial 
ri Machinists, June 12 at 2. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


4 Robert George, South Shields, Tailor. June 11 at 2.30, Official Re- 
ceiver. County chbrs, Newcastle on Tyne | 
Tegan, cosy “tt, Cardiff, Hatter. June 9at2. Official Receiver, Cornst, 
Keay. Frotesick, Handsworth, Staffordshire, Milk Seller. June 11 at 11. Official 
ef, 
Manning, Robert, oolfardisworthy, Devon, Farmer. June 11 at 3. Castle of 


Mayer, Thomas Obadiah, Derby, Horse Dealer. June 9 at 12. Official Receiver, 

Miller. Edwin A: auguatne, Brook st, Holborn. Importer “ Fancy Goods, 
12 at 11. bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fiel< 

—_ a A on. Berks, Innkeeper. June 13 at 3. Official Receiver, 1, 


Neil John, Leeds, Horse Dealer. June 11 at11. Official Receiver, 22, Park row, 

O Brien, Fitzgerald Lucius, Ludgate hil), Gent. June 11 at 11.20. 
Lincoln’ s i 

— William Gre ony, Cockstur st, Chasing Cross, Waterproofer. 


June 


, Carey st, 


June 


te Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's inn ficlds 
Bare, Thomas, Winslow, Bucks, Draper. June 15 ati2. Official Receiver, 1, St 
ee 7 Gere, Derby, Auctioncer. June 9 at 2.30. Official Receiver, St 
o ~ Saanene Winchester st, Law Agent. June 10 at 12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
Taplon Annie, and Kate Edwards, Hove, Schoolmistresses, June 9 at 2.30. Offi- | 
nal Recetver , 9, Bond st, Brighton 
and beens oF Tweed, St Paul's 1d, Burdett rd, Bow, Builders 
Jame tt a 1. Bankruptcy b des, Portugal st, Lincoln's inn fields 


we ene Yorks, Huckster. June 9 at 12. Ball of Hull In- 


© porated ‘l 
White, Henry, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Saddler, June 10 at 1.15. Official 


Wilcock, Ellen John Wilcock, sen, John Wilcock, jun, George Watson, Sarak 
William illiam Henry Wilcock, James Arthur Wilcock, oa Edwin Walker 
Boost, ay Barnsley, Yorks, Colifery Proprietors. June 12 at 11.30. 


Wilke, Georue, thetborne, Dorset, Tailor. June 106 at 1245, Official Receiver, 


be pion Smack Owner, June 10 at 11.0, Official Receiver, 
ADSUDICATIONS. 
Aap Tp, Vesterich: Gocope, Canterbury, Dairyman. Canterbury. Pet April. 














John, Leeds, Civil Pet May y. 29; 

Binet "Peter Frederick OF sok tal Staffordshire, $i Paty Te cine. 
Pet May 14. Ord May 28 

Broomhall, John Beech, Newoaatt under Lyme, Tailor. Hansley, Burslem, and 


Tunstall. Pet May 27. 
Barrane, Hontine, Hevttordehive, Slate Merchant. St Albans. Pet May 2%. Ord 
May 30 


Chisman, William, Stockton on Tees, Carter. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 

borough. Pet May 30, Ord May 30. 

Cosken, Sanne, , Southampton bldgs, Chancery lane. High Court. Pet April 2. 
rd Ma: 

be ft Rivard, Bradford, Yorks, Glass Dealer. Bradford. Pet May 29. Ord 


Evans; Thomas co, Glamorganshire, Uolliery Contractor. Pontypridd. Pet 
May 20, Ord May 
Fuse, J TM Necessile on Tyne, Publican. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet May 


dawn Charles Henry, Cardiff, Grocer. Cardiff. Pet May 28. —_ May 29 

Hal), James, Wigan, Bolt Maker. Wigan. Pet May 15. Ord May 

Hogarth. ee George, South Shields, Tailor. Newcastle on Tyne. Sot May 30. 
ir 


Hiden, 3 Jeremiah, Southport, Lancashire, Joiner. Liverpool. Pet May 29. Ord 
ay 29 
| OR Thomas, Cwmavon, Glamorganshire, Boot Maker. Neath. Pet May 14. 


May 30 
Johnson, Grace Clara, Ramsgate. Canterbury. Pet May1. Ord May 23 


i agg or bmp ee Moor, Derbyshire, Innkeeper. Chesterfield. Pet 

Laaenbe, Hen: >, Kingsbridge, Devonshire, Baker. East Stonehouse. Pet 
May 18. Ord 

Neil, John, Leeds, Heme Dealer. Leeds. Pet May28. Ord May 29., 

ey John, Newport, Mon., Undertaker. Newport, Mon. Pet May i2. Ord 


Poole, George Thomas, Norwich, Furniture Broker.. Norwich. Pet May 22. 


Poole, William Robert, ee Somersetshire, Cheese Factor. Bridgwater. 
Pet Apri7, Ord May 29 
Pet y 11. 
Redford, J os Gorton, Gorton, Lancashire, Farmer. Manchester. Pet May 30. 
ay 
Tighe. George Henry, Gt Clacton, Essex, Baker. Colchester. Pet May 9. Ord 
y 
Senonecn, wae, Walthamstow, Essex, Builder. High Court. Pet Mar 21. 
ay 
Shires, William Henry, Leeds, Joiner. Leeds. Pet May 27. Ord May 28 


Stanton, Walter Nimrod Washington rp ey fl Bromsgrove, Worcestershire, 
Grocer. Worcester. Pet May 12. Ord May 


Turner, Henry, Leeds, Tobacconist. Leeds. oh May 14. Ord May 28 
Webster, Alphonsus, Coleman st, Wool Broker. High Court. Pet Apri3. Ord 


May 28 
Williams, Josiah, Treorkey, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet May 26. 
Ord May 28 


| *eate = ames, Pas 5 amar dh upon Hull, Doctor of Medicine. Kingston upon Hull. 
y 29 
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